This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 


at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/ 


OP 


•^;  '- 


J  K  K 


oosle 


<5P 


Irn-.  '■'—«?  L. 


♦V 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SUPEBNATURAL   RELIGION. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SUPERNATURAL  RELIGION: 


AN  INQUIRY 


THE    REALITY    OF    DIVINE 
KEVELATION. 


IN  TWO   VOLUMES. 
VOL.  II. 


FIFTH    EDITION. 


NOTE  TO  THE  READER 

The  paper  in  this  volume  is  brittle  or  the 
inner  margins  are  extremely  narrow. 

We  have  bound  or  rebound  the  volume 
utilizing  the  best  means  possible. 

PLEASE  HANDLE  WITH  CARE 


Gkncral  Bookbinding  Co.,  Chesterland.  ow  d 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SUPERNATURAL  RELIGION: 


AN  INQUIRY 


THE    REALITY    OF    DIVINE 
KEVELATION. 


IN   TWO   VOLUMES. 
VOL.  II. 


FIFTH    EDITION. 


LONDON: 

I4ONGMANS,    GREEN,    AND     CO. 

BOSTON:  ROBERTS  BROTHERS. 

187o. 

Digitized  by 


Google 


Digitized  by 


Google 


LX'^'L 


I  CONTENTS 

OP 

THE  SECOND  VOLUME 


PAET  n. 

(Contimued,) 
OHAPTEE  V. 

PAOB 

THB  OLEMENmnfiS 1 

THE  BFI8TLB  TO  DIOGNBTUB 37 

CHAPTEE  VI. 

BASHiIDES 41 

VAIiBNTHrUS 56 

CHAPTEE  VII. 

MABOION 79 

CHAPTEE  VIII. 

XATIAH 148 

DIONT8IUB  OF  OOBINTH 163 

CHAPTEE  IX 

MBIiITO  OF  BABDIB 172 

CLAJXDIUB  APOLLINABIB 185 

ATHSHAGOBAB 191 

XFEBTIiB  OF  VIENNB  AUD  LTONB 200 

CHAPTEE  X. 

PTOIiBMJEnB  AND  HEBAOLEON 205 

CBU3U0 227 

THB   OAJNON  OF  MUBATOBI 237 

KEBVUrS  .         •  248 


Digitized  by 


Google 


vi  CONTENTS. 

PABT  m. 

THE  FOURTH  GOSPEL. 


CHAPTER  I. 

PAOB 
THE  EXTERNAL  EVIDENCE 251 

CHAPTER  II. 

THE  AUTHOBSHIP  AND  CHAaAGTEB  OP  T^?  FOURTH  G06PBL  .  .         387 

CHAPTER  III. 

CONCLUSIONS 477 


Digitized  by 


Google 


AN  INQUIRY 

INTO   TBM 

REALITY  OF  DIVINE  REVELATION. 


PAET  n. 


CHAPTER  V. 

THE  CLEMENTINES — ^THE  EPISTLE   TO   DIOGNETUS. 

We  must  now  as  briefly  as  possible  examine  the 
evidence  furnished  by  the  apocryphal  religious  romance 
generally  known  by  the  name  of  "The  Clementines/' 
and  assuming,  falsely  of  course/  to  be  the  composition 
of  the  Roman  Clement.  The  Clementines  are  composed 
of  three  principal  works,  the  Homilies,  Recognitions,  and 
a  so-called  Epitome.  The  Homilies,  again,  are  prefaced 
by  a  pretended  epistle  addressed  by  the  Apostle  Peter  to 
James,  and  another  from  Clement.  These  Homilies  were 
only  known  in  an  imperfect  form  till  1853,  when  DresseP 
published  a  complete  Greek  text.   Of  the  Recognitions  we 

*  Saw,  Dogmengesoh.,  1865, 1,  i.  p.  155 ;  Bunsm,  Hippolytus,  i.  p.  431  ; 
EvxUd,  Gesch.  d.  V,  lar.,  vii.  p.  183 ;  Ouericke,  H'buch  K.  G.,  i.  p.  117, 
anin.  2 ;  Hilgen/eld,  Der  Eianon,  p.  30,  p.  204,  anm.  1 ;  Die  apost.  Yater, 
p.  287 ;  Kirchho/er,  QueUensammL,  p.  461,  anm.  47 ;  Lechler,  Das 
apost.  n.  nachap.  Zeit.,  p.  454,  500 ;  Nicolas y  Et.  sur  les  Ey.  Apocr.,  ^ 
1866,  p.  87  ff.;  Bitschl,  Entst.  altk.  Kirche,  p.  204  f.;  Cotderius,  Patr. 
Apost,  i.  p.  490,  606;  OaUandi,  Patr.  Bibl.,  ii.  Prolog.,  p.  ly. 

^  Glementis  B.  quse  feruntor  Homilke  xx.  nuno  primum  integrsd.  Ed. 
A.  B.  M.  Dressel. 
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2  SUPEBNATUEAL  EELIGION. 

only  possess  a  Latin  translation  by  Kufinus  (a.d.  402). 
Although  there  is  much  diflference  of  opinion  regarding 
the  claims  to  priority  of  the  Homilies  and  Kecognitions, 
many  critics  assigning  that  place  to  the  Homilies/  whilst 
others  assert  the  earlier  origin  of  the  Kecognitions,^  all 
are  agreed  that  the  one  is  merely  a  version  of  the  other, 
the  former  being  embodied  almost  word  for  word  in  the 
latter,  whilst  the  Epitome  is  a  blending  of  the  odier  two, 
probably  intended  to  purge  them  from  heretical  doctrine. 
These  works,  however,  which  are  generally  admitted  to 
have  emanated  from  the  Ebionitic  party  of  the  early 
Church,'  are  supposed  to  be  based  upon  older  Petrine 
writings,  such  as  the  "Preaching  of  Peter"  (Kijpi/y/xa 
Ilerpov),  and  the  "  Travels  of  Peter"  (llcptoSot  Uerpov).^ 

*  Oredner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  280  f. ;  Ewald,  (Jeech.  d.  V.  Isr.,  yiL  p.  183, 
anm.  2 ;  Engelhardt,  Zeitschr.  f.  hist.  Theol.,  1852,  i.  p.  104  f. ;  Ouericke, 
H*buch  K  G.,  i.  p.  117,  anm.  2  ;  Eetiss,  Gesch.  N.  T.,p.  254  ;  Schweglery 
Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  481 ;  Schliemann,  Die  Clement.  Eecog.,  1843,  p. 
68—72;  Tiachendorf,  Wann  wurden  u.  s.  w.,  p.  yii.,  anm.  1;  Uhlfwrn, 
Die  Homil.  u.  Kecogn.,  p.  343  ff. ;  Domer,  Lehre  von  d.  Person  Christi, 
1845,  i.  p.  348,  anm.  192;  Lilckey  Ck>mment.  Ey.  Joh.,  i.  p.  225,  &c.,  &c.,  &c. 

*  Hilgenfeldy  Die  ap.  Vater,  p.  288  f. ;  Zeitsclir.  f.  wiss.  Theol. ,  1869,  p, 
353  ff. ;  Kostlin,  HalHsche  Allg.  Lit.  Zeitung,  1849,  No.  73—77 ;  Nicolas, 
Etudes  Orit.  sur  les  Ev.  Apocr.,  p.  77,  note  2;  Ritschly  Entst.  altk.  Eirche, 
p.  264,  anm.  1 ;  of.  p.  451,  anm.  1 ;  Thier$ch,  Die  Xirche  im  ap.  Zeit.,  p. 
341  f. ;   VoVcmaVy  Der  Ursprung,  p.  62,  p.  137,  &c.,  &c.,  &c. 

'  Baur,  PauluB,  i.  p.  381  f . ;  TJnters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  562 ;  Oeciner,  Bei- 
trage, i.  p.  279  ff. ;  Hilgenfeld,  Die  ap.  Vater,  p.  288  ff. ;  Kirchho/er, 
Quellensamml.,  p.  461,  anm.  47 ;  Lechler,  D.  ap.  u.  nachap.  Zeit.,  p.  500 ; 
Nicolas,  Etudes  sur  les  Ev.  Ap.,  p.  87 ;  BeusSy  Hist,  du  Canon,  1863,  p. 
63,  note  1;  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  253;  Bitsckl,  Entst  altk.  K,  p.  204  f. ; 
SchweglcTy  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  363  ff. ;  Westoott,  On  the  Canon,  p. 
251 ;  Zeller,  Die  Apostelgeschichte,  1854,  p.  53. 

*  BaWy  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  536  ff. ;  Bunsen,  Bibelwerk,  viii.  p. 
560  ff. ;  CredneTy  Beitrage,  i,  p.  331  f. ;  G/rihrery  Allg.  K.  G.,  i.  p.  256  ff. ; 
Hilgenfeldy  Das  Markus  Ev.,  p.  113  f. ;  Die  ap.  Vater,  p.  289  ff. ;  Zeitschr. 
wiss.  Theol.,  1869,  p.  361  ff. ;  KSstliriy  Der  Ursprung  synopt.  Ew.,  p. 
395;  Kayser,  fiev.  de  Theol.,  1851,  p.  131 ;  Mayerhoffy  Einl.  petr.  Schr. 
p.  314  ff. ;  Beuasy  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  251  f. ;  Bitechly  Entst.  altk.  Elrche,  p. 
264  ff. ;  Thiersch^  Die  Kirche  im  ap.  Zoit.,  p.  340  f.;  VolkmoTy  Der 
Ursprung,  p.  62. 
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THE  CLEMENTINES.  3 

It  is  not  necessary  for  our  purpose  to  go  into  any  ana- 
lysis of  the  character  of  the  Clementines.  It  will  suffice 
to  say  that  they  almost  entirely  consist  of  discussions 
between  the  Apostle  Peter  and  Simon  the  Magician 
regarding  the  identity  of  the  true  Mosaic  and  Christian 
religions.  Peter  follows  the  Magician  from  city  to  city 
for  the  purpose  of  exposing  and  refuting  him,  the  one, 
in  fact,  representing  Apostolic  doctrine  and  the  other 
heresy,  and  in  the  course  of  these  discussions  occur  the 
very  numerous  quotations  of  sayings  of  Jesus  and  of 
Christian  history  which  we  have  to  examine. 

The  Clementine  Recognitions,  as  we  have  already 
remarked,  are  only  known  to  us  through  the  Latin 
translation  of  Rufinus;  and  from  a  comparison  of  the 
evangelical  quotations  occurring  in  that  work  with  the 
same  in  the  Homilies,  it  is  evident  that  Rufinus  has  assi- 
milated them  in  the  course  of  translation  to  the  parallel 
passages  of  our  Gospels.  It  is  admitted,  therefore,  that 
no  argument  regarding  the  source  of  the  quotations  can 
rightly  be  based  upon  the  Recognitions,  and  that  work 
may,  consequently,  be  entirely  set  aside,^  and  the 
Clementine  Homilies  alone  need  occupy  our  attention. 

We  need  scarcely  remark  that,  unless  the  date  at 
which  these  Homilies  were  composed  can  be  ascertained, 
their  value  as  testimony  for  the  existence  of  our 
Synoptic  Gospels  is  very  small  indeed.  The  difficulty  of 
arriving  at  a  correct  conclusion  regarding  this  point, 
great  under  almost  any  circumstances,  is  of  course 
increased  by  the  fact  that  the  work  is  altogether  apocry- 
phal, and  most  certainly  not  held  by  any  one  to  have 

^  CredneTy  Beihiige,  i.  p.  280  ff. ;  Schwegler^  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p. 
481  ff. ;  HUgmfdd,  Die  Ew.  Justins,  p.  370  f. ;  Nicola*,  Et.  sur  lea  Ev. 
Apocr.,  p.  69,  note  2 ;  ZeUer,  Die  Apostelgesch.,  p.  60 ;  Scholten,  Die  alt. 
Zeugniaae,  p.  55  f.,  anm.  10 ;  WesicoUy  On  the  Canon,  p..  251. 
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4  SUPEBNATUBAL  EELIGION. 

been  written  by  the  person  whose  name  it  bears.  There 
is  in  fact  nothing  but  internal  evidence  by  which  to  fix 
the  date,  and  that  internal  evidence  is  of  a  character 
which  admits  of  very  wide  extension  down  the  course  of 
time,  although  a  sharp  limit  is  set  beyond  which  it 
cannot  moimt  upwards.  Of  external  evidence  there  is 
almost  none,  and  what  little  exists  does  not  warrant  an 
early  date.  Origen,  it  is  true,  mentions  HepioSoL 
KXT/ficKTos,*  which,  it  is  conjectured,  may  either  be  the 
same  work  as  the  ^Apaypc^pta/ios,  or  Recognitions,  trans- 
lated by  Rufinus,  or  related  to  it,  and  Epiphanius  and 
others  refer  to  UepioBoi  Ilerpov;^  but  our  Clementine 
Homilies  are  not  mentioned  by  any  writer  before  pseudo- 
Athanaaius.^  The  work,  therefore,  can  at  the  best  aflFord 
no  substantial  testimony  to  the  antiquity  and  apostolic 
origin  of  our  Gospels.  Hilgenfeld,  following  in  the  steps 
of  Baur,  arrives  at  the  conclusion  that  the  Homilies  are 
directed  against  the  Gnosticism  of  Marcion  (and  also,  as 
we  shall  hereafter  see,  against  the  Apostle  Paul),  and  he, 
therefore,  necessarily  assigns  to  them  a  date  subsequent 
to  A.D.  160.  As  Reuss,  however,  inquires :  upon  this 
ground,  why  should  a  still  later  date  not  be  named,  since 
even  Tertullian  wrote  vehemently  against  the  same 
Gnosis.*  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  author  was 
a  representative  of  Ebionitic  Gnosticism,  which  had  once 
been  the  purest  form  of  primitive  Christianity,  but  later, 
through  its  own  development,  though  still  more  through 

1  Comment,  in  G^nesin  Philoc,  22. 

'  Milgen/eld  considers  Beoog.  iv. — ^vi.,  Hom.  Tii. — ^xi.  a  yersion  of  the 
TTfpio^t  U€Tpov'  Die  ap.  Vater,  p.  291  ff. ;  Eitachl  does  not  consider 
that  this  can  be  decidedly  preyed,  Entst.  Altk.  Kirche,  p.  204  f. ;  so  also 
Uhlhorn,  Die  Hom.  u.  Eecog.,  p.  71  ff. 

'  Synops.  Sacr.  Script.,  sub  finem. 

*  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  254. 
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THE  CLEMENTINES.  6 

the  rapid  growth  around  it  of  Paulinian  doctrine,  had 
assumed  a  position  closely  verging  upon  heresy.  It  is 
not  necessary  for  us,  however,  to  enter  upon  any 
exhaustive  discussion  of  the  date  at  which  the  Clemen- 
tines were  written ;  it  is  suflScient  to  show  that  there  is 
no  certain  ground  upon  which  a  decision  can  be  based, 
and  that  even  an  approximate  conjecture  can  scarcely  be 
reasonably  advanced.  Critics  variously  date  the  compo- 
sition of  the  original  Recognitions  from  about  the  middle 
of  the  second  century  to  the  end  of  the  third,  though 
the  majority  are  agreed  in  placing  them  at  least  in  the 
latter  century.^  They  assign  to  the  Homilies  an  origin 
at  different  dates  within  a  period  commencing  about  the 
middle  of  the  second  century,  and  extending  to  a  cen- 
tury later.^ 

*  A.D.  150,  Volkmar,  Dor  Ursprung,  p.  163,  cf.  93  f.,  108  f.;  Circa 
A.T).  140—150,  Hilgen/dd,  Die  ap.  Vater,  p.  297,  anin.  11 ;  Der  Pascha- 
streit,  p.  194.  After  A.D.  170,  Maran,y  Diyinit.  D.  N.  J.  C,  lib.  ii.,  cap. 
7,  S  4,  p.  250  ff.  Beginning  3rd  century,  Reu8$,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  254 ; 
ZeRtTy  Die  Apostolgescli.,  p.  64 ;  BUeky  Beitrage,  p.  277.  DcmeTy  Lehre 
yon  d.  Person  Christi,  1845,  i.  p.  348,  anm.  192.  Between  a.d.  212—230, 
SchtoegleTf  Das  naohap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  481.  ScTUiemanriy  Die  Clementinen, 
1844,  p.  326  f.  Not  before  A.D.  216,  Gallandiy  Vet.  Patr.  Bibl.,  ii.  Proleg., 
p.  Iv.  Between  a.d.  218—231,  Dodwell,  Dissert.  Ti.  in  Ireu.,  §  xi.  p.  443. 
End  3rd  century,  CredntVy  Beitrage,  i.  p.  281. 

•  Before  middle  2nd  century,  CredneVy  Gesch.  N.  T.  Kan.,  p.  45 ;  cf. 
Beitrage,  i.  p.  281.  Middle  2nd  century,  RiUchly  Entst.  altk.  K.,  p.  264, 
451;  cf.  p.  65;  KerUy  Tub.  Zeitschr.  1835,  H.  2,  p.  112;  Qfrorery  AUg. 
K.  G.,  i.  p.  256;  TUchendorfy  Wann  wurden  u.  s.  w.,  p.  90;  RMlUy 
Essais  de  Crit.  Beligieuse,  1860,  p.  35.  Soon  after  middle  2nd  century, 
Schliemanny  Die  Clementinen,  p.  548  f. ;  A.D.  160,  LecJUeVy  Das  ap.  u. 
nachap.  Zeit.,  p.  461.  A.D.  150 — 170,  SchoUeUy  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  55. 
A.D.  150—160,  Renariy  St.  Paul,  1869,  p.  303,  note  8.  Before  a.d.  180, 
Kayser,  Bev.  de  Th^ol.,  1851,  p.  155.  a.d.  161— 180,  jy%en/cZd,  Zeitschr. 
wiss.  TheoL,  1869,  p.  353,  anm.  1 ;  cf.  Die  ap.  Yater,  p.  301 ;  Der  Pascha- 
streit,  p.  194.  A.D.  175—180,  VoOcmary  Der  Ursprung,  p.  164 ;  cf.  137, 
68.  Second  half  2nd  century,  DcrruTy  Lehre  Person  Christi,  i.  p.  341, 
anm.  190.  End  of  2nd  century,  BawTy  Dogmengesch.,  1865, 1,  i.  p.  155 ; 
Ewaldy  Gesch.  d.  V.  Israel,  TU.  p.  183;  cf.  386,  anm.  1 ;  jReuM,  Gesch. 
N.  T.,  p.  254 ;  Schwtglery  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  406 ;  Kirchhqfery  Quel- 
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6  SUPEBNATURAL  EELIQION. 

In  the  Homilies  there  are  very  numerous  quotations  of 
expressions  of  Jesus  and  of  Gospel  history,  which  are 
generally  placed  in  the  mouth  of  Peter,  or  introduced 
with  such  formulsB  as:  "  The  teacher  said,"  **  Jesus  said," 
"  He  said,'*  "  The  prophet  said,**  but  in  no  case  does  the 
author  name  the  source  from  which  these  sayings  and 
quotations  are  derived.  That  he  does,  however,  quote 
from  a  written  source,  and  not  from  tradition,  is  clear 
from  the  use  of  such  expressions  as  "in  another  place 
{aXKji  wov)^  he  has  said,"  which  refer  not  to  other  locali- 
ties or  circumstances,  but  another  part  of  a  written 
history.^  There  are  in  the  Clementine  Homilies  upwards 
of  a  hundred  quotations  of  expressions  of  Jesus  or  refe- 
rences to  his  history,  too  many  by  far  for  us  to  examine 
in  detail  here,  but,  notwithstanding  the  number  of  these 
passages,  so  systematically  do  they  vary  more  or  less 
from  the  parallels  in  our  canonical  Gospels,  that,  as  in 
the  cBJ&e  of  Justin,  Apologists  are  obliged  to  have  recourse 
to  the  elastic  explanation,  already  worn  so  threadbare, 
of  "  free  quotation  from  memory"  and  "  blending  of  pass- 
ages "  to  account  for  the  remarkable  phenomena  presented. 
It  must,  however,  be  evident  that  the  necessity  for  such 
an  apology  at  all  shows  the  absolute  weakness  of  the 
evidence  furnished  by  these  quotations.  De  Wette  says  : 
"The  quotations  of  evangelical  works  and  histories  in 
the  pseudo-Clementine  writings,  from  their  free  and 
unsatisfactory  nature,  permit  only  uncertain  conclusions 

lensamml.,  p.  461,  anin.  47;  LUcke,  Comment  Ey.  Joh.  1840,  i.  p.  225; 
Oiesder,  Kirchengeschichte,  Neander,  Q^net.  Entw.  Gnost.  Systeme,  p. 
370.  Zimmermann,  Lebensgescli.  d.  Eirohe  J.  0.  2  Ausg.,  ii.  p.  118. 
A.D.  250,  Qallandi,  Vet.  Patr.  Bibl.  Proleg.,  p.  Iv. ;  MiUy  Proleg.  N.  T. 
Gr.,  §  670.  Fourth  century,  Lentz,  Dogmengeschiohte,  i.  p.  58.  Their 
groundwork  2nd  or  3rd  century,  Ouericke,  H'buoh  K.  G.,  p.  146. 

>  See  several  instances,  Hom.  xix.  2. 

•  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  283. 
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as  to  their  written  source."^  Critics  have  maintained 
very  diflferent  and  conflicting  views  regarding  that  source. 
Apologists,  of  course,  assert  that  the  quotations  in  the 
Homilies  are  taken  from  our  Gospels  only.^  Others 
ascribe  them  to  our  Gospels,  with  a  supplementary 
apocryphal  work :  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews, 
or  the  Gospel  according  to  Peter.*  Some,  whilst 
admitting  a  subsidiary  use  of  some  of  our  Gospels,  assert 
that  the  author  of  the  Homilies  employs,  in  preference, 
the  Gospel  according  to  Peter  ;*  whilst  others,  recognizing 
also  the  similarity  of  the  phenomena  presented  by  these 
quotations  with  those  of  Justin's,  conclude  that  the 
author  does  not  quote  our  Gospels  at  all,  but  makes  use 
of  the  Gospel  according  to  Peter,  or  the  Gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrews.*  Evidence  permitting  of  such  divergent 
conclusions  manifestly  cannot  be  of  a  decided  character. 
We  may  aflfirm,  however,  that  few   of  those  who  are 

^  Die  Anf&hrangea  evangelischer  Werke  und  Q^scliicliten  in  den 
psendo-dementinischen  Schriften,  ihrer  Natur  nach  frei  und  ungenau, 
lassen  nur  iinsiohere  anf  ihre  sohriftliclie  Quelle  zuruckschliessen.  Einl. 
N.  T.  p.  115. 

'  LechlcTy  Das  ap.  u.  nacliap.  Zeit.,  p.  458,  anm. ;  Orelli,  Selecta  Patr. 
Ecclee.,  cap.  1821,  p.  22 ;  Semisch,  Denkw.  d.  M.  Just.,  p.  356  ff. ; 
We»tcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  251 ;  Tischendor/,  Wann  wurden  u.  s.  w.,  p.  90. 

'  Bunsen,  Bibelwerk,  viii.  p.  533;  Franck,  Die  evang.  Citate  in  d. 
Clem.  Horn.,  Stud.  w.  Geistliohkeit,  1847,  2,  p.  144  ff. ;  Kirchho/er, 
Quellensamml.,  p.  461,  anm.  47,  48;  KHstlin,  Der  TJrsprung  synopt. 
Ew.,  p.  372  f.;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  58;  Be  Wette,  EinL 
N.  T.,  p.  115  f. ;  Weisse,  Der  evang.  Gesoh.,  i.  p.  27,  anm.  •  •  • ;  UMhom 
Die  Homilien  u.  Eeoog.  d.  Clem.  Eom.,  1854,  p.  119—137;  Herzog*s 
Eealencyclop.,  Art.  Clementinen. 

*  HiJgen/eld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  388;  VoUemar,  Der  Ursprung,  p. 
62 ;  JBaur,  Unters.  kaH.  Eyv.,  p.  575  ff. ;  Zeller,  Die  Apostelgesoh.,  p. 
59. 

•  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  330  ff. ;  Neander,  Genetische  Entw.  der  vorn. 
Gnost.  Syst.,  p.  418  f. ;  Nicolas,  Et.  but  les  Evang.  Apocr.,  p.  69  ff. ; 
£eu8S,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  193;  Schwegler,  Das  nacliap.  Zeit.,  p.  207. 

Hilgenfeld,  Volkmar,  Zeller,  and  others  consider  that  the  author  uses 
the  same  Gospel  as  Justin.    See  references  in  note  3. 
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willing  to  admit  the  use  of  our  Synoptics  by  the  author 
of  the  Homilies  along  with  other  sources,  make  that 
concession  on  the  strength  of  the  absolute  isolated 
evidence  of  the  Homilies  themselves,  but  they  are  gene- 
rally moved  by  antecedent  views  on  the  point.  In  an 
inquiry  like  that  which  we  have  undertaken,  however, 
such  easy  and  indiflferent  judgment  would  obviously  be 
out  of  place,  and  the  point  we  have  to  determine  is  not 
whether  an  author  may  have  been  acquainted  with  our 
Gospels,  but  whether  he  furnishes  testimony  that  he 
actually  was  in  possession  of  our  present  Gospels  and 
regarded  them  as  authoritative. 

We  have  already  mentioned  that  the  author  of  the  Cle- 
mentine Homilies  never  names  the  source  from  which  his 
quotations  are  derived.  Of  these  very  numerous  quota- 
tions we  must  distinctly  state  that  only  two  or  three,  of 
a  very  brief  and  fragmentary  character,  literally  agree 
with  our  Synoptics,  whilst  all  the  rest  diflfer  more  or 
less  widely  from  the  parallel  passages  in  these  Gospels. 
Many  of  these  quotations  are  repeated  more  than  once 
with  the  same  persistent  and  characteristic  variations, 
and  in  several  cases,  as  we  have  already  seen,  they  agree 
with  quotations  of  Justin  from  the  Memoirs  of  the 
Apostles.  Others,  again,  have  no  parallels  at  all  in  our 
Gospels,  and  even  Apologists  generally  are  compelled  to 
admit  the  use  also  of  an  apocryphal  Grospel.  As  in  the 
case  of  Justin,  therefore,  the  singular  phenomenon  is 
presented  of  a  vast  number  of  quotations  of  which  only 
one  or  two  brief  phrases,  too  fragmentary  to  avail  as 
evidence,  perfectly  agree  with  our  Gospels ;  whilst  of  the 
rest  all  vary  more  or  less,  some  merely  resemble  combined 
passages  of  two  Gospels,  others  merely  contain  the  sense, 
some  present  variations  likewise  found  in  other  writers 
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or  in  various  parts  of  the  Homilies  are  repeatedly  quoted 
with  the  same  variations,  and  others  are  not  found  in 
our  Gospels  at  all.  Such  phenomena  cannot  be  fairly 
accounted  for  by  any  mere  theory  of  imperfect  memory 
or  negligence.  The  systematic  variation  from  our 
Synoptics,  variation  proved  by  repetition  not  to  be  acci- 
dental, coupled  with  quotations  which  have  no  parallels 
at  all  in  our  Gospels,  naturally  point  to  the  use  of  a 
different  Gospel.  In  no  case  can  the  Homilies  be 
accepted  as  furnishing  evidence  of  any  value  even  of  the 
existence  of  our  Grospels. 

As  it  is  impossible  here  to  examine  in  detail  all  of  the 
quotations  in  the  Clementine  Homilies,  we  must  content 
ourselves  with  the  distinct  statement  of  their  character 
which  we  have  already  made,  and  merely  illustrate 
briefly  the  different  classes  of  quotations,  exhausting, 
however,  those  which  literally  agree  with  passages  in  the 
Gospels.  The  most  determined  of  recent  Apologists  do 
not  afford  us  an  opportunity  of  testing  the  passages 
upon  which  they  base  their  assertion  of  the  use  of  our 
Synoptics,  for  they  merely  assume  that  the  author  used 
them  without  producing  instances.^ 

The  first  quotation  which  agrees  with  a  passage  in  our 
Synoptics  occurs  in  Hom.  iii  52 :  "  And  he  cried,  saying : 
Come  unto  me  all  ye  that  are  weary,"  which  agrees  with 
the  opening  words  of  Matt.  xi.  28,  but  the  phrase  does 
not  continue,  and  is  followed  by  the  explanation  :  "  that 

'  Tischendor/ only  deyotes  a  dozen  lines,  with  a  note*  to  the  Clemen- 
tines, and  only  in  oonneofcion  with  our  fourth  Qospel,  which  shall  here- 
after haye  our  attention.  Wann  wurden  u.  s.  w.,  p.  90.  In  the  same 
way  Canon  Westoott  passes  them  oyer  in  a  short  paragraph,  merely 
asserting  the  allusions  to  our  GK>spels  to  be  "  generaUy  admitted,*'  and 
only  directly  referring  to  one  supposed  quotation  from  Mark  which  we 
shall  presently  examine,  and  one  which  he  affirms  to  be  from  the  fourth 
Gospel.    On  the  Canon,  p.  251  f. 
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is,  who  are  seeking  the  truth  and  not  finding  it.^'  ^  It  is 
evident,  that  so  short  and  fragmentary  a  phrase  cannot 
prove  anything.^ 

The  next  passage  occurs  in  Horn,  xviii.  15  :  **For 
Isaiah  said  :  I  will  open  my  mouth  in  parables,  and  I 
will  utter  things  that  have  been  kept  secret  from  the 
foundation  of  the  world."  ^  Now  this  passage,  with  a 
slightly  different  order  of  words,  is  found  in  Matt.  xiii. 
35,  After  giving  a  series  of  parables,  the  author  of  the 
Gospel  says  (v.  34),  "All  these  things  spake  Jesus  unto 
the  multitudes  in  parables  ;  and  without  a  parable  spake 
he  not  unto  them;  (v.  35,)  That  it  might  be  fulfilled 
which  was  spoken  by  the  prophet  (Isaiah)  saying  :  I  will 
open  my  mouth  in  parables,  &c."  There  are  two  pecu- 
liarities which  must  be  pointed  out  in  this  passage. 
It  is  not  found  in  Isaiah,  but  in  Psalm  Ixxviii  2,* 
and  it  presents  a  variation  from  the  version  of  the  Ixx. 
Both  the  variation  and  the  erroneous  reference  to  Isaiah, 
therefore,  occur  also  in  the  Homily.  The  first  part  of 
the  sentence  agrees  with,  but  the  latter  part  is  quite 
different  from,  the  Greek  of  the  Ixx.,  which  reads :  "  I 
will  utter  problems  from  the  beginning,"  ff^dey^o/iai, 
TTpopkrjfjLara  air  OLpxrjs-^ 

The  Psalm  from  which  the  quotation  is  really  taken 
is,  by  its  superscription,  ascribed  to  Asaph,  who,  in  the 
Septuagint  version  of  II.  Chronicles  xxix.  30,  is  called  a 
prophet.^     It  was,   therefore,   early  asserted  that  the 

*  Ai^  jcal  €fi6a  Xrycav*     '  Acvre  np69fi€  irdyrig  ol  Koni&VTtf*     TQuriaruf^  ol  r^v 
aKi)6€iav  (rfTovvris  kqI  p,^  €vpiaicoPT€S  avrrjv.     Horn.  ill.  52. 

*  ffilgenfyldt  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  351. 

*  Kal  t6v  'Haatav  e^TrctV     * Aw/^  ri  aT6fia  pov  iv  jrapafiokais  ical  €^€pev^pai, 
KtKpvpp,€va  drr6  koto^Xtjs  KSapov,     Horn.  Xviii.  15. 

*  The  Vulgate  reads  :  aperiam  in  paraboUs  os  meum :  loquar  proposi- 
tion es  ab  initio.    Ps.  Ixxviii.  2. 

*  Ps.  Ixxvii.  2.  *  €V  \oyois  /^v\b  Kal  ^Aaaif)  tov  irpo<f>rjfrov. 
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original  reading  of  Matthew  was  "Asaph/'  instead  of 
"  Isaiah." 

Porph)ny,  in  the  third  century,  twitted  Christians 
with  this  erroneous  ascription  by  their  inspired  evangelist 
to  Isaiah  of  a  passage  from  a  Psalm,  and  reduced  the 
Fathers  to  great  straits.  Eusebius,  in  his  commentary 
on  this  verse  of  the  Psalm,  attributes  the  insertion  of  the 
words,  "  by  the  prophet  Isaiah,*'  to  unintelligent  copyists, 
and  asserts  that  in  accurate  MSS.  the  name  is  not  added 
to  the  word  prophet.  Jerome  likewise  ascribes  the 
insertion  of  the  name  Isaiah  for  that  of  Asaph,  which  was 
originally  written,  to  an  ignorant  scribe,^  and  in  the 
commentary  on  the  Psalms,  generally,  though  probably 
falsely,  ascribed  to  him,  the  remark  is  made  that  many 
copies  of  the  Gospel  to  that  day  had  the  name  "  Isaiah," 
for  which  Porphyry  had  reproached  Christians,^  and  the 
writer  of  the  same  commentary  actually  allows  himself 
to  make  the  assertion  that  Asaph  was  found  in  all  the 
old  codices,  but  ignorant  men  had  removed  it.'  The  fact 
is,  that  the  reading  "  Asaph  "  for  "  Isaiah  "  is  not  found 
in  any  extant  MS.,  and,  although  "Isaiah"  has  dis- 
appeared from  all  but  a  few  obscure  codices,  it  cannot  be 
denied  that  the  name  anciently  stood  in  the  text.*  In 
the  Sinaitic  Codex,  which  is  probably  the  earliest  MS. 
extant,  and  which  is  assigned  to  the  fourth  century, 
"the  prophet  Isaiah"  stands  in  the  text  by  the  first 
hand,  but  is  erased  by  the  second  (b). 

'  Oomment.  Matt.,  xiii.  35. 

*  Multa  eyaDgelia  usque  hodie  ita  habent :  Tit  impleretur,  quod  scriptum 
est  per  J«a«am  prophetam,  &c.,  &c.     Hieron,,  0pp.,  yii.  p.  270  f. 

*  Asaph  invenitur  in  omnibus  veteribus  codicibus,  sed  homines  igno- 
rantee  tulerunt  iUud.  To  this  Credner  pertinently  remarks :  '*  Die  Noth, 
in  welche  die  guten  Kirchenvater  durch  Porphyrius  gekommen  wareu, 
erlaubte  auch  eine  Liige.  Sie  geschah  ja :  in  majorem  Dei  gloriam, 
Beitrage,  i.  p.  304. 

*  Cf.  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  303  f. 
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The  quotation  in  the  Homily,  however,  is  clearly  not 
from  our  Gospel  It  is  introduced  by  the  words  **  For 
Isaiah  says  :*'  and  the  context  is  so  diflferent  fix)m  that  in 
Matthew,  that  it  seems  impossible  that  the  author  of  the 
Homily  could  have  had  the  passage  suggested  to  him  by 
the  Gospel  It  occurs  in  a  discussion  between  Simon 
the  Magician  and  Peter.  The  fonner  undertakes  to 
prove  that  the  Maker  of  the  world  is  not  the  highest 
God,  and  amongst  other  arguments  he  advances  the 
passage  :  "  No  man  knew  the  Father,  &c.,''  to  show  that 
the  Father  had  remained  concealed  from  the  Patyiarchs, 
&c.,  until  revealed  by  the  Son,  and  in  reply  to  Peter  he 
retorts,  that  if  the  supposition  that  the  Patriarchs  were 
not  deemed  worthy  to  know  the  Father  was  unjust,  the 
Christian  teacher  was  himself  to  blame,  who  said  :  "  I 
thank  thee,  Lord  of  heaven  and  earth,  that  what  was 
concealed  from  the  wise  thou  hast  revealed  to  suckling 
babes/*  Peter  argues  that  in  the  statement  of  Jesus : 
"No  man  knew  the  Father,  &c.,"  he  cannot  be  con- 
sidered to  indicate  another  God  and  Father  fix)m  him 
who  made  the  world,  and  he  continues:  "For  the 
concealed  things  of  which  he  spoke  may  be  those  of  the 
Creator  himself ;  for  Isaiah  says :  *  I  will  open  my  mouth, 
&c/  Do  you  admit,  therefore,  that  the  prophet  was  not 
ignorant  of  the  things  concealed,"  ^  and  so  on.  There  is 
absolutely  nothing  in  this  argument  to  indicate  that  the 
passage  was  suggested  by  the  Gospel,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  is  used  in  a  totally  diflferent  way,  and  is  quoted 
not  as  an  evangelical  text,  but  as  a  saying  from  the  Old 
Testament,  and  treated  in  connection  with  the  prophet 
himself,  and  not  with  its  supposed  fulfilment  in  Jesus. 
It  may  be  remaikcd,  that  in  the  corresponding  part  of 
the  Recognitions,  whether  that  work  be  of  older  or  more 

*  Horn.,  xviii.  1 — 15.  C^f^n%n]o 
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recent  date,  the  passage  does  not  occur  at  all.  Now, 
although  it  is  impossible  to  say  how  and  where  this 
erroneous  reference  to  a  passage  of  the  Old  Testament 
first  occurred,  there  is  no  reason  for  aflirming  that  it 
originated  in  our  first  Synoptic,  and  as  little  for  asserting 
that  its  occurrence  in  the  Clementine  Homilies,  with  so 
different  a  conteirt  and  object,  involves  the  conclusion 
that  their  author  derived  it  from  the  Gospel,  and  not 
from  the  Old  Testament  or  some  other  source.  On  the 
contrary,  the  peculiar  argument  based  upon  it  in  the 
Homilies  suggests  a  different  origin,  and  it  is  very 
probable  that  the  passage,  with  its  erroneous  reference, 
was  derived  by  both  from  another  and  common 
source. 

Another  passage  is  a  phrase  from  the  "  Lord's  Prayer,'* 
which  occurs  in  Hom.  xix.  2  :  "  But  also  in  the  prayer 
which  he  commended  to  us,  we  have  it  said  :  Deliver  us 
from  the  evil  one  "  (Tvcrat  rjiias  dwo  rov  irovrjpov).  It 
need  scarcely  be  said,  however,  that  few  Gospels  can 
have  been  composed  without  including  this  prayer,  and 
the  occurrence  of  this  short  phrase  demonstrates  nothing 
more  than  the  mere  fact,  that  the  author  of  the  Homilies 
was  acquainted  with  one  of  the  most  universally  known 
lessons  of  Jesus,  or  made  use  of  a  Gospel  which  con- 
tained it  There  would  have  been  cause  for  wonder  had 
he  been  ignorant  of  it. 

The  only  other  passage  which  agrees  literally  with  our 
Gospels  is  also  a  mere  fragment  from  the  parable  of  the 
Talents,  and  when  the  other  references  to  the  same 
parable  are  added,  it  is  evident  that  the  quotation  is  not 
from  our  Gospels.  In  Hom.  iii.  65,  the  address  to  the 
good  servant  is  introduced :  **  Well  done,  good  and 
faithful  servant"  (ES,  SoSXc  ayaffk  /cat  7rtcrTc),which  agrees 
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with  the  words  in  Matt  xxv.  21.  The  allusion  to  the 
parable  of  the  talents  in  the  context  is  perfectly  clear, 
and  the  passage  occurs  in  an  address  of  the  Apostle 
Peter  to  overcome  the  modest  scruples  of  Zaccheus,  the 
former  publican,  who  has  been  selected  by  Peter  as  his 
successor  over  the  Church  of  Csesarea  when  he  is  about 
to  leave  in  pursuit  of  Simon  the  Magician.  Anticipating 
the  possibility  of  his  hesitating  to  accept  the  ofl&ce,  Peter, 
in  an  earlier  part  of  his  address,  however,  makes  fuller 
allusions  to  the  same  parable  of  the  talents,  which  we 
must  contrast  with  the  parallel  in  the  first  Synoptic. 
"  But  if  any  of  those  present,  having  the  ability  to 
instruct  the  ignorance  of  men,  shrink  back  from  it, 
considering  only  his  own  ease,  then  let  him  expect  to 
hear:" 


HoM.  m.  61. 
Thoa  wicked  and  slothful  ser- 
vant; 


thou  oughtest  to  have  put  out  my 
money  with  the  exchangers,  and 
at  my  coming  I  should  have  ex- 
acted mine  own. 


Cast  ye  the  unprofitable  servant 
into  the  darkness  without. 


AovXc  novrjpi  Koi  6ianjp€j 

tb€i,  <r€  r6  dpyvpi6p  fwv  npo- 
^SoXcu/  cirl  tS>v  rpairfCiTStv,  koI  ryo)  iiv 

fKfiak€T€  r6v  axp^lop  bovKov  fh  r6 
a%6Tos  TO  €i^fpov. 


Matt.  xxv.  26—30. 

V.  26.  Thou  wicked  and  slothful 
servant,  thou  knewest  that  I  reap 
where  I  sowed  not,  and  gather 
from  where  I  strawed  not. 

V.  27.  Thou  oughtest  therefore  to 
have  put  my  money  to  the  ex- 
changers, and  at  my  coming  I 
should  have  received  mine  own 
with  usury. 

V.  28,  29.  Take  therefore,  &c.  &c. 

V.  30.  And  cast  ye  the  unprofit- 
able servant  into  the  darkness  with- 
out; there  shall  be  weeping  and 
gnashing  of  teeth. 

V.  26.  Hovrjpe  8ov\€  koi  6ian)p4^ 
J5c«  5rt  S^piCof  K.T.X. 

V.  27.  cdei  o-e  o^v  PaXieiy  t6  dpyv- 
pi6v  fiov  rotff  TpoTTf^irms,  Koi  iKdo>v 
f yw  ^KOfiia-afir)v^  hv  t6  €fi6v  avv  r6Kt^, 

V.  28,  29,  SpaT€  o^v,  #c.t.X. 

V.  30.  Koi  t6v  axp^lov  hovKov  iic^- 
Xrrf  €ls  TO  aic&rot  r6  i^^tpov'  €K€i 
tarai  6  KKauBfihst  ic.r.X. 


*  Luke  xix.  23,  sulfetitutes  cirpo^o  for  tKofiurafirfv, 
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The  Homily  does  not  end  here,  however,  but  continues 
in  words  not  found  in  our  Gospels  at  all:  "And 
reasonably  :  '  For,'  he  says,  'it  is  thine,  0  man,  to  prove 
my  words  as  silver  and  as  money  are  proved  by  the  ex- 
changers.' "^  This  passage  is  very  analogous  to  another 
saying  of  Jesus,  frequently  quoted  from  an  apocryphal 
Grospel,  by  the  author  of  the  Homilies,  to  which  we  shall 
hereafter  more  particularly  refer,  but  here  merely  point 
out :  "  Be  ye  approved  money-changers  "  (ytv^ade,  rpawe- 
^trat  SoKtfiot).^  The  variations  from  the  parallel  passages 
in  the  first  and  third  Gospels,  the  peculiar  application  of 
the  parable  to  the  words  of  Jesus,  and  the  addition  of  a 
saying  not  found  in  our  Gospels,  warrant  us  in  denying 
that  the  quotations  we  are  considering  can  be  appro- 
priated by  pur  canonical  Gospels,  and,  on  the  contrary, 
give  good  reason  for  the  conclusion,  that  the  author 
derived  his  knowledge  of  the  parable  from  another 
source. 

There  is  no  other  quotation  in  the  Clementine  Homi- 
lies which  literally  agrees  with  our  Gospels,  and  it  is 
difficult,  without  incurring  the  charge  of  partial  selection, 
to  illustrate  the  systematic  variation  in  such  very  nume- 
rous passages  as  occur  in  these  writings,  ft  would  be 
tedious  and  unnecessary  to  repeat  the  test  applied  to  the 
quotations  of  Justin,  and  give  in  detail  the  passages  from 
the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  which  are  found  in  the 
Homilies.  Some  of  these  will  come  before  us  presently, 
but  with  regard  to  the  whole,  which  are  not  less  than 
fifty,  we  may  broadly  and  positively  state  that  they  all 
more  or  less  differ  from  our    Gospels.     To   take  the 

^  Kai  €v\Ay»s,     2ov  yhp^  (fnjalvf  avBpomt^  rovr  \6yovi  fwv  »s  dpyvptov  cVl 
Tp<m€(iT&v  pdKtiVf  laii  m-xprnutra  fioKifuurtu,     Horn.  iii.  61. 
s  Horn.  ilL  50,  ii.  51,  &c.,  &c. 
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16  SUPERNATURAL  EELIGION. 

severest  test,  however,  we  shall  compare  those  further 
passages  which  are  specially  adduced  as  most  closely- 
following  our  Gospels,  and  neglect  the  vast  majority 
which  most  widely  differ  fix>m  them.  In  addition  to  the 
passages  which  we  have  already  examined,  Credner^ 
points  out  the  following.  The  first  is  fix>m  Hom.  xix. 
2.^  "  If  Satan  cast  out  Satan  he  is  divided  against 
himself :  how  then  shall  his  kingdom  stand  ? "  In  the 
first  part  of  this  sentence,  the  Homily  reads,  iKfioKkri  for 
the  cKjSctXXct  of  the  first  Gospel,  and  the  last  phrase  in 
each  is  as  follows  : — 

Horn,  w&s  o^  ovrov  (rr^jq;  ^  /ScuriXcui ; ' 
Matt.  wSts  cZv  araBxiarrtu  ^  ^aciXcia  avrov ; 

The  third  Gospel  differs  from  the  first  as  the  Homily 
does  from  botL  The  next  passage  is  from  Hom.  xix. 
7.*  "For  thus,  said  our  Father,  who  was  without 
deceit :  out  of  abundance  of  heart  mouth  speaketh/' 
The  Greek  compared  with  that  of  Matt.  xii.  34. 

Horn.  'Eic  ntpKrctyftaros        Kop^ias      aT6fjLa  XoXcZ. 

Matt.  *Ek  yhp  tov  ir€pta'a-€VfiaTos  r^r  Kopdias  t6  <rT6fjLa  'kak€'L 

The  form  of  the  homily  is  much  more  proverbial  The 
next  passage  occurs  in  Hom.  iii.  52  :  "  Every  plant  which 
the  heavenly  Father  did  not  plant  shall  be  rooted  up.'* 
This  agrees  with  the  parallel  in  Matt  xv.  13,  with  the 
important  exception,  that  although  in  the  mouth  of 
Jesus,  "the  heavenly  Father"  is  substituted  for  the 
"my  heavenly  Father"  of  the  Gospel.  The  last  passage 
pointed  out  by  Credner,  is  from  Hom.  viil  4  :  "  But 
many"  he  said  also,  **  called,  but  few  chosen,"  which  may 
be  compared  with  Matt.  xx.  16,  &c. 

Horn.   AXXck  Koi,  iroXXol,  ffnjtrtpf  xkifrok^  okiyoi  dc  cicXcicroi. 
Matt.  TToXXoi  yap  tlvw  Kkrjrol,  oXiyot  di  ocXcicro/. 

*  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  285 ;  cf.  p.  302. 

»  Cf.  Matt.  xii.  26.  •  Cf.  Matt  xii.  34. 
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We  have  already  fully  discussed  this  passage  6f  the 
Gospel  in  connection  with  tKe  *'  Epistle  of  Barnabas/'  ^ 
and  need  not  say  more  here. 

The  variations  in  these  passages,  it  may  be  argued, 
are  not  very  important.  Certainly,  if  they  were  the 
exceptional  variations  amongst  a  mass  of  quotations 
perfectly  agreeing  with  parallels  in  our  Gospels,  it  might 
be  exaggeration  to  base  upon  such  divergences  a  con- 
clusion that  they  were  derived  from  a  different  source. 
When  it  is  considered,  however,  that  the  very  reverse  is 
the  case,  and  that  these  are  passages  selected  for  their 
closer  agreement  out  of  a  multitude  of  others  either 
more  decidedly  differing  from  our  Gospels  or  not  found 
in  them  at  all,  the  case  entirely  changes,  and  variations 
being  the  rule  instead  of  the  exception,  these,  however 
slight,  become  evidence  of  the  use  of  a  Gospel  different 
from  ours.  As  an  illustration  of  the  importance  of  slight 
variations  in  connection  with  the  question  as  to  the 
source  from  w^hich  quotations  are  derived,  the  following 
may  at  random  be  pointed  out.  The  passage  "See 
thou  say  nothing  to  any  man,  but  go  thy  way,  show 
thyself  to  the  priest"  ("Opa  firjhan  firjhh/  ctTrps,  aXXa  xhraye 
aeavTov  Sel^ov  r^  iepet)  occurring  in  a  work  like  the 
Homilies  would,  supposing  our  second  Gospel  no  longer 
extant,  be  referred  to  Matt.  viii.  4,  with  which  it  en- 
tirely agrees  with  the  exception  of  its  containing  the 
one  extra  word  iirjSh/.  It  is  however  actually  taken 
fix>m  Mark  i.  44,  and  not  from  the  first  Gospel.  Then 
again,  supposing  that  our  first  Gospel  had  shared  the  fate 
of  so  many  others  of  the  woXKol  of  Luke,  and  in  some 
early  work  the  following  passage  were  found:  "A 
prophet  is  not  without  honour  except  in  his  own  country 

»  Vol.  i.  p*  236  ff. 
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and  in  his  own  house"  (Ou/c  eanv  npo(fyiJTrj^  arifio^  €t  iirj 
iv  rp  tSiijL*  TraTpiSt  avrov-  kol  iv  Ty  oiKiq,  avrov)^  this 
passage  would  undoubtedly  be  claimed  by  apologists  as 
a  quotation  from  Mark  vi.  4,  and  as  proving  the  existence 
and  use  of  that  Gospel.  The  omission  of  the  words 
"and  among  his  own  kin"  {koX  iv  Tots  (rvyycycvcrti^  avrov) 
would  at  first  be  explained  as  mere  abbreviation,  or 
defect  of  memory,  but  on  the  discovery  that  part  or  all 
of  these  words  are  omitted  from  some  MSS.,  that  for 
instance  the  phrase  is  erased  from  the  oldest  manuscript 
known,  the  Cod.  Sinaiticus,  the  derivation  from  the 
second  Gospel  would  be  considered  as  established.  The 
author  notwithstanding  might  never  have  seen  that 
Gospel,  for  the  quotation  is  taken  from  Matt.  xiii.  57.^ 

We  have  already  quoted  the  opinion  of  De  Wette  as 
to  the  inconclusive  nature  of  the  deductions  to  be  drawn 
from  the  quotations  in  the  pseudo-Clementine  writings 
regarding  their  source,  but  in  pursuance  of  the  plan  we 
have  adopted  we  shall  now  examine  the  passages  which 
he  cites  as  most  nearly  agreeing  with  our  Gospels.^  The 
first  of  these  occurs  in  Hom.  iii.  18  :  **The  Scribes  and 
the  Pharisees  sit  upon  Moses'  seat ;  all  things  therefore, 
whatsoever  they  speak  to  you,  hear  them,''  which  is 
compared  with  Matt,  xxiii.  2,  3 :  **  The  Scribes  and 
the  Pharisees  sit  upon  Moses'  seat ;  all  things  therefore, 
whatsoever  they  say  to  you,  do  and  observe."  The 
Greek  of  the  latter  half  of  these  passages  we  subjoin. 

Horn,  ndirra  olv  oca        Xcyoxriv  v/iiv,  aieov€T€  cArmw, 
Matt,  ndirra  olv  oaa  iav  ciTroxrtv  vfiiv  noirja'aTe  Koi  nipfhrt,* 

^Idiq,  though  not  found  in  aU  MSS.,  has  the  authoritj  of  the  Cod. 
Sinaiticus  and  other  ancient  texts. 
»  Cf.  Matt.  viii.  19—22 ;  Luke  ix.  57—60,  Ac,  Ac. 
»  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  116. 
*  It  is  unnecessary  to  point  out  the  Tarious  readings  of  the  three  last 
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That  the  variation  in  the  Homily  is  deliberate  and 
derived  from  the  Gospel  used  by  the  author  is  clear 
from  the  continuation :  "  Hear  them  (auroii/),  he  said,  as 
entrusted  with  the  key  of  the  kingdom,  which  is  know- 
ledge, which  alone  is  able  to  open  the  gate  of  life, 
through  which  alone  is  the  entrance  to  eternal  life.  But 
verily,  he  says :  They  possess  the  key  indeed,  but  those 
who  wished  to  enter  in  they  do  not  allow."  *  The  avrSiv 
is  here  emphatically  repeated,  and  the  further  quotation 
and  reference  to  the  denunciation  of  the  Scribes  and 
Pharisees  continues  to  differ  distinctly  both  from  the 
account  in  our  first  and  third  Grospels.  The  passage  in 
Matt,  xxiii  13,  reads  :  "  But  woe  unto  you,  Scribes  and 
Pharisees,  hypocrites  I  for  ye  shut  the  kingdom  of  heaven 
against  men ;  for  ye  go  not  in  yourselves  neither  suffer 
ye  them  that  are  entering  to  go  in."^  The  parallel  in 
Luke  xi.  52  is  not  closer.  There  the  passage  regarding 
Moses'  seat  is  altogether  wanting,  and  in  ver.  52,  where 
the  greatest  similarity,  exists,  the  "lawyers"  instead  of 
the  "  Scribes  and  Pharisees"  are  addressed.  The  verse 
reads :  "  Woe  unto  you.  Lawyers !  for  ye  have  taken 
away  the  key  of  knowledge :  ye  entered  not  in  yourselves, 
and  them  that  were  entering  in  ye  hindered."^  The 
first  Gospel  has  not  the  direct  image  of  the  key  at 
aU:   the  Scribes  and  Pharisees   "shut  the  kingdom  of 

words  in  various  MSS.     Whether  shortened  or  inverted,  the  difference 
from  the  Homily  remains  the  same. 

*  Avrcov  5c,  tlirtVi  cds  tt)v  leXfida  rrjs  jSao-iXcuir  V€iriaT€VfJL(va)Vf  ^is  (art 
yvwrtSy  fj  fi6yr}  r^v  irvkrjv  rrfs  C^rjs  opoI^i  dvporcu,  di  ^s  fidtnjs  €h  rffy  altavlav 
ffio^v  clircX^cIv  ?<rrtv,  *AXXa  pcu,  <l>r}a'Wf  Kparovai  fiiv  ttjv  icKeiv,  Tois  de  jSovXo- 
ftcvoif  €t(rcX^ctv  ov  Trapcxovaiv.    Horn.  iii.  18  ;  of.  Horn.  iii.  70.  xviii.  16, 16. 

'  Ovat,  K.T.\,  ,  ,  ,  ,  &ri  Kkflcre  ttjv  PcuriKtlav  r&y  ovpavS>v  ZfivpoaBiV  r&y 
iofBpimaiv  vjxeis  yh,p  ovk  ila-tpxfO'Bff  ovde  rox/s  tiaepxofifvovs  a<j>ieTt  ctcreX^cty. 
Matt,  xxiii.  13. 

*  Ovai  vfiiy  rois  vofiucoiSi  Sri  ijpaT€  ttjv  leXf tdd  rrjs  yi/cva-fo)?'  avroi  ovk  darjKBaTf 
ml  roxfs  tlatpxofJMvovs  €K<o\vaar€,     Luke  xi.  52. 
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heaven  ; "  the  third  has  "  the  key  of  knowledge''  (icXetSa 
T^9  yv(ji)cre(t}i)  taken  away  by  the  lawyers,  and  not  by  the 
Scribes  and  Pharisees,  whilst  the  Gospel  of  the  Homilies 
has  the  key  of  the  kingdom  (/cXctSa  t^9  /Soo-tXctas),  and 
explains  that  this  key  is  knowledge  (17x19  cWl  yvS^a-i^)' 
It  is  apparent  that  the  first  Gospel  uses  an  expression 
more  direct  than  the  others,  whilst  the  third  Gospel 
explains  it,  but  the  Gospel  of  the  Homilies  has  in  all 
probability  the  simpler  original  words  :  the  "  key  of  the 
kingdom,"  which  both  of  the  others  have  altered  for  the 
purpose  of  more  immediate  clearness.  In  any  case  it 
is  certain  that  the  passage  does  not  agree  with  our 
Gospel.* 

The  next  quotation  referred  to  by  De  Wette  is  in 
Hom.  iii.  51 :  **  And  also  that  he  said :  *  I  am  not  come 
to  destroy  the  law  ....  the  heaven  and  the 
earth  will  pass  away,  but  one  jot  or  one  tittle  shall  in  no- 
wise pass  from  the  law.'''  This  is  compared  with  Matt. 
V.  17,  18  : ^  "Think  not  that  I  am  come  to  destroy  the 
law  or  the  prophets :  I  am  not  come  to  destroy  but  to 
fulfil  (v.  18)  For  verily  I  say  unto  you :  Till  heaven 
and  earth  pass  away  one  jot  or  one  tittle  shall  in  nowise 
pass  from  the  law,  till  all  be  fuiailed."  The  Greek  of 
both  passages  reads  as  follows : — 


Matt.  v.  17,  18. 

M4  vofii(njT€  Sti  ^\eov  icoToXvo-a* 
r6y  v6fiov  tj  rovs  7rpo<l>Tfras'  <wjc  ijXAw 
KaraXvo'cu  aXXa  7r\Tjpm<rtu, 

V.  18.  dfi^v  yhp  Xryo)  i^iy,  ^a>f  ^ 

fita   Kepata   ov   fi^   rrap€\6ji   imh  rov 
v6fiov,  €(os  ty  navra  y^vrjrai,, 

7)1  ^'t^':  ^^^«g«>  i-  P-  317  f. ;  Eilgenfeld,  Die  Eyy.  Jufltin's,  p.  366  f 
ZdUr,  Die  Apoetelgesch. ,  p.  67  f.  ^ 

»  Cf.  Luke  XYi.  17. 


Hom.  ni.  61. 

OvK  ^6ov  Ktrrakvacu  t6v  v6fwy. 
•  •  •  • 

'O  ovpavhs  Kal  rf  y^  vaptXtvaovrcu  iSmi 
^i  hfj  ixta  Kfpaia  ov  firj  irapfk&n  ajrh 
ToO  v6fiov. 
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That  the  omissions  and  variations  in  this  passage  are 
not  accidental  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  the  same  quota- 
tion occurs  again  literally  in  the  Epistle  from  Peter  ^ 
which  is  prefixed  to  the  Homilies  in  which  the  irapekev- 
a-ovTcu  is  repeated,  and  the  sentence  closes  at  the  same 
point  The  author  in  that  place  adds :  "  This  he  said 
that  all  might  be  fulfilled"  {tovto  Sc  €iprjK€P,  Iva  ra  irdvra 
yivrjTat)^  Hilgenfeld  considers  this  Epistle  of  much  more 
early  date  than  the  Homilies,  and  that  this  agreement  be- 
speaks a  particular  text.*  The  quotation  does  not  agree 
with  our  Grospels,  and  must  be  assigned  to  another  source. 
The  next  passage  pointed  out  by  De  Wette  is  the 
erroneous  quotation  from  Isaiah  which  we  have  already 
examined.*  That  which  follows  is  found  in  Hom.  viii.  7 : 
"  For  on  this  account  our  Jesus  himself  said  to  one  who 
frequently  called  him  Lord,  yet  did  nothing  which  he 
commanded :  Why  dost  thou  say  to  me  Lord,  Lord,  and 
doest  not  the  things  which  I  say?"  This  is  compared 
with  Luke  vi.  46  :*  "  But  why  call  ye  me  Lord,  Lord, 
and  do  not  the  things  which  I  say  ?" 


Hom.  vm.  7. 

Ti  fji€  Xcyftf,  Kvpu,  Kvpu,  Koi   ov 


Luke  vi.  46. 

Tt  B4  fie   Kakelrt    Kvpie,  Kvpu,  Kol 
ov  7rot€iTC  &  Xeyo) ; 


This  passage  difiers  from  our  Gospels  in  having  the 
second  person  singular  instead  of  the  plural,  and  in 
substituting  Xeyct?  for  koXcItc  in  the  first  phrase. 
The  Homily,  moreover,  in  accordance  with  the  use  of 
the  second  person  singular,  distinctly  states  that  the 
saying  was  addressed  to  a  person  who  frequently 
called  Jesus  "Lord,"  whereas  in  the  Gospels  it  forms 
part  of  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  with  a  totally  imper- 
sonal application  to  the  multitude. 

>  J  ii.  »  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  340. 

»  P.  10.    Cf.  Hom.  xviii.  16 ;  Matt.  xiii.  35.  *  Of.  Matt.  vii.  21. 
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The  next  passage  referred  to  by  De  Wette  is  in  Horn, 
xix.  2  :  "And  he  declared  that  he  saw  the  evil  one  as 
lightning  fall  from  heaven."  This  is  compared  with 
Luke  X.  18,  which  has  no  parallel  in  the  other  Gospels  : 
"  And  he  said  to  them,  I  beheld  Satan  as  lightning  fall 
from  heaven." 


Luke  x.  18. 

Eiircv  d(  avTois  *E$€o>p(wv  rhv  (raravap 
ins  darpanriv  ex  rov  ovpavov  ir((r6vTCL. 


HOM.  XIX.  2. 
Ka\  ^4  €a>paK€  t6v  novrjpbv 
i)S  cuTTpajr^v  ir€a'6vra  €K  rov  ovpavov 

The  substitution  of  rov  Trovrjpou  for  top  aaTo^av,  had 
he  found  the  latter  in  his  Gospel,  would  be  all  the  more 
remarkable  from  the  fact  that  the  author  of  the  Homilies 
has  just  before  quoted  the  saying  "If  Satan  cast  out 
Satan,"*  &c.  and  he  continues  in  the  above  words  to 
show  that  Satan  had  been  cast  out,  so  that  the  evidence 
would  have  been  strengthened  by  the  retention  of  the 
word  in  Luke  had  he  quoted  that  Gospel.  The  variations, 
however,  indicate  that  he  quoted  from  another  source.^ 

The  next  passage  pointed  out  by  De  Wette  likewise 
finds  a  parallel  only  in  the  third  Gospel.  It  occurs  in 
Hom.  ix.  22 :  "  Nevertheless,  though  all  demons  and 
all  diseases  flee  before  you,  in  this  is  not  to  be  your 
sole  rejoicing,  but  in  that,  through  grace,  your  names, 
as  of  the  ever-living,  are  recorded  in  heaven."  This  is 
compared  with  Luke  x.  20  :  "Notwithstanding,  in  this 
rejoice  not  that  the  spirits  are  subject  unto  you,  but 
rejoice  that  your  names  are  written  in  the  heavens." 


Hom.  IX.  22. 

'AXX*  o/ia)f  K^p  navres  balfiovts  fitra 
iravTcnv  tS)v  iTaBS>v  vfias  ^cvyojtrti/, 
OlfK  fOTlV  €V  TOVT<p  fi6v<^  )^aip€iv,  oXX* 
eV  T^  di*  evaptoTiav  ra  ovofiara  vpa>v  iv 
ovpav^  CDS  act  {a>vT<cv  dvaypa(l>^vat. 


Luke  x.  20. 

UXrjv  €V  TOVTO)  fi^  ^aip€T€  ori  ra 
irvfVjjiaTa  vpXv  vnardfTcrfTaiy  \aip(T€ 
bk  oTi  ra  ovofuna  vfiS>v  eyyiypawrai  iv 
ToU  ovpavois* 


»  See  p.  16.  '  Cf.  ITilgenfehl  DieEvv.  Justin's,  p.  346  f. 
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The  differences  between  these  two  passages  are  too  great 
and  the  peculiarities  of  the  Homily  too  marked  to 
require  any  argument  to  demonstrate  that  the  quota- 
tion cannot  be  successfully  claimed  by  our  third  Gospel. 
On  the  contrary,  as  one  of  so  many  other  passages 
systematically  varying  from  the  canonical  Gospels,  it 
must  be  assigned  to  another  source. 

De  Wette  says :  "  A  few  others  (quotations)  presup- 
pose (voraussetzen)  the  Gospel  of  Mark,"*  and  he  gives 
them.  The  first  occurs  in  Hom.  ii.  19:  "Justa,^  who  is 
amongst  us,  a  Syrophoenician,  a  Canaanite  by  race,  whose 
daughter  was  affected  by  a  sore  disease,  and  who  came  to 
our  Lord  crying  out  and  supplicating  that  he  would  heal 
her  daughter.  But  he  being  also  asked  by  us,  said  :  '  It 
is  not  meet  to  heal  the  Gentiles  who  are  like  dogs  from 
their  using  divers  meats  and  practices,  whilst  the  table  in 
the  kingdom  has  been  granted  to  the  sons  of  Israel.' 
But  she  hearing  this  and  desiring  to  partake  like  a  dog  of 
the  crumbs  falling  from  this  table,  having  changed  what 
was  to  lead  the  same  life  as  the  sons  of  the  kingdom, 
she  obtained,  as  she  asked,  the  healing  of  her  daughter."^ 
This  is  compared  with  Mark  vii.  24 — 30,*  as  it  is  the 
only  Gospel  which  calls  the  woman  a  Syrophoenician. 
The  Homily,  however,  not  only  caUs  her  so,  a  very  unim- 
portant point,  but  gives  her  name  as  "  Justa.''     If,  there- 

»  EinL  N.  T.,p.  115.  «  Cf.  Hom.  iii.  73;  xiii.  7. 

'  *Iov<rra  ris  iv  fffiip  i<m  2vpo<f>oiplKi(r<rat  t6  yipot  XavaviTiSt  §ff  t6  Bvyarpiov 
vtrh  xa^«^^  voaov  <rvv€ix,^o,  fj  Koi  r^  Kvpl<f  fni&v  TrpoaijkBt  ^Sxra  Kal 
lK€T€Cov(ra,  oTTats  avrrjs  t6  Bvyarpiov  Bepairedrj^,  *0  fie,  koI  v<I>*  fffi&v  d^uo^df, 
€«rcir  OvK  €^€cmv  laaBai  ra  Wvt^^  eoucdra  #cv<riv,  6ia  to  dta<l>6pois  xpl^^*-  '''po<f>ais 
Koi  TTpd^fa-iVf  cnrod€bofi€VTjs  rrjs  Kara  rrfv  /Sao-iXfiov  rpajreCrjs  rois  viols  ^IcpatjX. 
*H  dc  rovro  oieovo-ao-a,  koi  ttjs  airnjs  rpctTre^rfs,  m  KvcaVf  yjrix^wv  ammiirr6vT($>v 
avfifieraKafifiavtiv  fieroBefievr)  otr€p  ^v,  r^  SpoUos  ^uuraoBai  rolr  ttjs  /Sao-iXf/oc 
vioiff,  TTJS  €ls  Trfv  0vympa<t  ©s  ^{towrcv  trvx'^v  Idaeas,     Hom.  ii.  19. 

*  Cf.  Matt.  XV.  21—28. 
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fore,  it  be  argued  that  the  mention  of  her  nationality 
supposes  that  the  author  found  the  fact  in  his  Gospel, 
and  that  as  we  know  no  other  but  Mark*  which  gives 
that  information,  that  he  therefore  derived  it  from  our 
second  Gospel,  the  additional  mention  of  the  name  of 
*' Justa"  on  the  same  grounds  necessarily  points  to  the  use 
of  a  Gospel  which  likewise  contained  it,  which  our  Gospel 
does  not.  Nothing  can  be  more  decided  than  the  varia- 
tion in  language  throughout  this  whole  passage  from  the 
account  in  Mark,  and  the  reply  of  Jesus  is  quite  foreign 
to  our  Gospels.  In  Mark  (vii.  25)  the  daughter  has  "  an 
unclean  spirit "  {Tjvevixa  aKaOafyrov) ;  in  Matthew  (xv.  22) 
she  is  "  grievously  possessed  by  a  devil "  (/ca/cais  8atftoi/t- 
^erat),  but  in  the  Homily  she  is  "  affected  by  a  sore 
disease"  (vtto  ^oXctt^^  vocrov  (Tvvev)(eTo).  The  second 
Gospel  knows*  nothing  of  any  intercession  on  the  part  of 
the  disciples,  but  Matthew  has  :  "  And  the  disciples  came 
and  besought  him  {^pcoTojv  avrov)  saying :  '  Send  her 
away,  for  she  crieth  after  us,'"^  whilst  the  Homily  has 
merely  "  being  also  asked  by  us,"  (dftw^ct?)  in  the  sense 
of  intercession  in  her  favour.  The  second  Gospel  gives 
the  reply  of  Jesus  as  follows :  "  Let  the  children  first  be 
filled :  for  it  is  not  meet  to  take  the  bread  of  the  chil- 
dren, and  to  cast  it  to  the  dogs.  And  she  answered  and 
said  unto  him  :  'Yea,  Lorrd,  for  the  dogs  also  eat  under  the 
table  of  the  crumbs  of  the  children.  And  he  said  unto  her  : 
For  this  saying  go  thy  way ;  the  devil  is  gone  out  of  thy 
daughter."  ^     The  nature  of  the  reply  of  the  woman  is, 

*  **  The  woman  was  a  Greek,  a  Syrophenician  by  nation."  (^  d€  yvvrf  ^v 
*EXXi;m,  2vpa  ^iviKi<r<ra  to)  ycVci).  Mark  vii.  26.  **  A  woman  of  Canaan  " 
{yvvfi  Xavavaia),    Matt.  xv.  22.  «  Matt.  xv.  23. 

'  Mark  vii.  27 — 29.  ''A(t>€s  Trparov  xpfyraa-BrjvaiTaTiKva'  ov  yap  €(mv  Ka\6v 
Xaftflv  t6v  (ipTov  rSav  TtKvav  Koi  Tois  Kvvapiois  /SoXcii/.  ^  dc  dneKpidi]  Koi  Xf-yei 
avT^j  Nat,  Kvpi€'  koi  yap  tA  Kvvdpia  vnoKara  rrjs  rpamCqs  (aOiovaiv  dn^  twv 
^i\MV  rSav  naidlcav,  k.t.X, 
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in  the  Gospels,  the  reason  given  for  granting  her  request; 
but  in  the  Homily  the  woman's  conversion  to  Judaism/ 
that  is  to  say  Judeo-Christianity,  is  prominently  advanced 
as  the  cause  of  her  successftd  pleading.  It  is  certain 
from  the  whole  character  of  this  passage,  the  variation  of 
the  language,  and  the  reply  of  Jesus  which  is  not  in  our 
Gospels  at  all,  that  the  narrative  was  not  derived  from 
them  but  from  another  source.^ 

The  last  of  De  Wette's^  passages  is  from  Hom.  iii.  57 : 
"  Hear,  0  Israel ;  the  Lord  thy  *  God  is  one  Lord/'  This 
is  a  quotation  from  Deuteronomy  vi.  4,  which  is  likewise 
quoted  in  the  second  Gospel,  xii.  29,  in  reply  to  the 
question,  "  Which  is  the  first  Commandment  of  all  ?  Jesus 
answered :  The  first  is.  Hear,  0  Israel ;  the  Lord  our  God 
is  one  Lord,  and  thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God,'*  &c. 
&c.  In  the  Homily,  however,  the  quotation  is  made  iri 
a  totally  different  connection,  for  there  is  no  question  of 
commandments  at  all,  but  a  clear  statement  of  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  passage  was  used,  which 
excludes  the  idea  that  this  quotation  was  derived  from 
Mark  xii.  29.  The  context  in  the  Homily  is  as  follows  : 
"  But  to  those  who  were  beguiled  to  imagine  many  gods 
as  the  Scriptures  say,  he  said  :  Hear,  0  Israel,"  &c.,  &c.* 
There  is  no  hint  of  the  assertion  of  many  gods  in  the 
Gospels ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  question  is  put  by  one 
of  the  scribes  in  Mark  to  whom  Jesus  says :  "  Thou  art 
not  far  from  the  Kingdom  of  God."*    The  quotation. 


»  Cf.  Horn.  xiii.  7. 

»  Cf.  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  353  f. 

•Einl.  N.  T.,p.  115. 

*  Although  most  MSS.  have  aw  in  this  place,  some,  as  for  instance  that 
edited  by  Cotelerius,  read  vfi&v, 

*  Tots  d€  Tprarqiiivoii  'iroKkavs  Bfovi  vnovot'tp,  o»f  al  rpa<f>ai  Xfyovcii/,  c c^j;, 
Ajcowc,  *I<rpa^,  k.tX    Hom.  iii.  57.  •  Mark  xii.  34. 
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therefore,  beyond  doubt,  must  have   been   taken  from 
a  different  Gospel 

We  may  here  refer  to  the  passage,  the  only  one  pointed 
out  by  him  in  connection  with  the  Synoptics,  the  dis- 
covery of  which  Canon  Westcott  affirms,  "  has  removed 
the  doubts  which  had  long  been  raised  about  those 
(allusions)  to  St.  Mark."*  The  discovery  referred  to 
is  that  of  the  Codex  Ottobonianus  by  Dressel,  which 
contains  the  concluding  part  of  the  Homilies,  and  which 
was  first  published  by  him  in  1853.  Canon  Westcott 
says.:  **  Though  St  Mark  has  few  peculiar  phrases,  one 
of  these  is  repeated  verbally  in  the  concluding  part  of 
the  19th  Homily.''^  The  passage  is  as  follows:  Hom. 
xix.  20 :  "  Wherefore  also  he  explained  to  his  disciples 
privately  the  mysteries  of  the  kingdom  of  the  heavens.'' 
This  is  compared  with  Mark  iv.  34.  .  .  .  and  privately 
to  his  own  disciples,  he  explained  all  things." 


Hom.  XIX.  20. 

At^  Koi  Tois  airrov  iMBrjTtus  kot  Idiav 
€ir€\v€  TTJs  T&v  ovpaviov  /3a(riXciaf  r^ 
fivarr^puu 


Mark  rv^.  34. 

....  KOT  l^iav  fie  tois  Idiois  fioBri- 
Tois  intXviv  iravra} 


We  have  only  a  few  words  to  add  to  complete  the  whole 
of  Dr.  Westcott's  remarks  upon  the  subject.  He  adds 
after  the  quotation  :  "  This  is  the  only  place  where 
cVtXvcu  occurs  in  the  Gospels."*  We  may,  however, 
point  out  that  it  occurs  also  in  Acts  xix.  39  and  2  Peter 
i.  20.  It  is  upon  the  coincidence  of  this  word  that 
Canon  Westcott  rests  his  argument  that  this  passage  is  a 

»  On  the  Canon,  p.  251.  «  Cf.  75.,  p.  252. 

'  Dr.  Westcott  quotes  this  reading,  which  is  supported  by  the  Godices 
B,  C,  Sinaiticus  and  others.  The  Godox  Alexandriiius  and  a  majority  of 
other  MSB.  read  for  rois  Idiots  fia&rjrais, — "  tois  fiaBrirais  ovrot),"  which  is 
closer  to  the  passage  in  the  Homily.  It  is  fair  that  this  should  be  pointed 
out. 

*  On  the  Canon,  p.  252,  note  1.  r^  i 
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reference  fo  Mark.  Nothing,  however,  could  be  weaker 
than  such  a  conclusion  from  such  an  indication.  The 
phrase  in  the  Homily  presents  a  very  marked  variation 
from  the  passage  in  Mark  The  '*  all  things'*'  (Trai^a)  of 
the  Gospel,  reads :  "  The  mysteries  of  the  kingdom  of  the 
heavens"  (r^s  rSv  ovpaviav  fiacriXeCa^  ra  fjLvarijpLOL)  in 
the  HomOy.  The  passage  in  Mark  iv.  11,  to  which 
Dr.  Westcott  does  not  refer,  reads  ro  fivoTrjpiov  T179 
fiacrtXeias  tov  0€ov.  There  is  one  very  important  matter, 
however,  which  our  Apologist  has  omitted  to  point  out, 
and  which  he  passes  over  in  convenient  silence — the 
context  in  the  Homily.  The  chapter  commences  thus  : 
"And  Peter  said:  We  remember  that  our  Lord  and 
Teacher,  as  commanding,  said  to  us :  *  Guard  the 
mysteries  for  me,  and  the  sons  of  my  house.'  Wherefore 
also  he  explained  to  his  disciples  privately,''  &c.*  And 
then  comes  our  passage.  Now,  here  is  a  command  of 
Jesus,  in  immediate  connection  with  which  the  phrase 
before  us  is  quoted,  which  does  not  appear  in  our  Gospels 
at  all,  and  which  clearly  establishes  the  use  of  a  diflferent 
source.  The  phrase  itself  which  differs  from  Mark,  as 
we  have  seen,  may  with  all  right  be  referred  to  the 
same  unknown  Gospel. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  aU  the  quotations  which 
we  have  hitherto  examined  are  those  which  have  been 
selected  as  most  closely  approximating  to  passages  in  our 
Gospels.  Space  forbids  our  giving  illustrations  of  the 
vast  number  which  so  much  more  widely  differ  from 
parallel  texts  in  the  Synoptics.  We  shall  confine  our- 
selves to  pointing  out  in  the  briefest  possible  manner 

^  Kat  6  TLerpos'  Mcfu^/xc^a  tov  Kvpiov  ^jx&p  koX  Atda(r«uiXov»  air  €vr€X\6fi€VO£f 
I'WTfv  fifiiv'  TA  fiv(rnipia  cfioi  Koi  rois  vUhs  tov  oUov  fwv  (f>v\d^aT€.  k.t.X, 
Horn.  xix.  20. 
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some  of  the  passages  which  are  persistent  in  their 
variations  or  recall  similar  passages  in  the  Memoirs  of 
Justin.  The  first  of  these  is  the  injimction  in  Horn.  iii. 
55  :  "  Let  your  yea  be  yea^  your  nay  nay,  for  whatsoever 
is  more  than  these  cometh  of  the  evil  one/'  The  same 
saying  is  repeated  in  Horn.  xix.  with  the  sole  addition  of 
"  and."  We  subjoin  the  Greek  of  these,  together  with  that 
of  the  Gospel  and  Justin  with  which  the  Homilies  agree. 

Horn.  iii.  55.  "Earm  vfi&v  t6  va\  vai  r&  od  oiS, 

Horn.  xix.  2.  "Ecrra  vfiS>p  t6  vai  val  Koi  rh  od  o0. 

Apol.  i.  16.      *E(rra)  hk                   vfJLci>v  rb  val  vat  Kal  t6  ov  oC, 

Matt.  V.  37.     "Ecrrto  dc  6  XcJyoy  vfiS>v  val  val  ov  oU. 

As  we  have  already  discussed  this  passage  *  we  need  not 
repeat  our  remarks  here.  That  this  passage  comes  from 
a  source  different  from  our  Gospels  is  rendered  more 
apparent  by  the  quotation  in  Hom.  xix.  2  being  preceded 
by  another  which  has  no  parallel  at  all  in  our  Gospels. 
"And  elsewhere  he  said,  *He  who  sowed  the  bad  seed  is  the 
devil"  ('O  8e  to  KaKov  (nripfia  (rrreipas  ia-rlv  6  hidfioXo^^): 
and  again :  "  Give  no  pretext  to  the  evil  one."  ^  (M17  Sore 
Trpo^aa-iv  t(o  Tromrjp^*)  But  in  exhorting  he  prescribes  : 
**  Let  your  yea  be  yea,"  &c.  The  first  of  these  phrases 
differs  markedly  from  our  Gospels  ;  the  second  is  not  in 
them  at  all ;  the  third,  which  we  are  considering,  differs 
likewise  in  an  important  degree  in  common  with  Justin's 
quotation,  and  there  is  every  reason  for  supposing  that 
the  whole  were  derived  from  the  same  unknown  source.^ 
In  the  same  Homily,  xix.  2,  there  occurs  also  the 
passage  which  exhibits  variatioDs  likewise  found  in 
Justin,  which  we  have  already  examined,*  and  now 
merely  point  out.     "  Begone  into  the  darkness  without, 

1  VoL  i.  p.  364,  p.  376  f.  ^  Cf.  Matt.  xiii.  39. 

'  Cf.  Crednevy  Beitrage,  i.  p.  306 ;   Hilgen/eld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p. 
360.  *  Vol.  i.  p.  415  f. 
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which  the  Father  hath  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his 
angels/'  *  The  quotation  in  Justin  (Dial  76)  agrees 
exactly  with  this,  with  the  exception  that  Justin  has 
Sarom  instead  of  8taj8oXa>,  which  is  not  important, 
whilst  the  agreement  in  the  marked  variation  from  the 
parallel  in  the  first  Gospel  establishes  the  fact  of  a 
common  source  different  from  ours.^ 

We  have  also  already  ^  referred  to  the  passage  in  Hom. 
xvii.  4.  '*  No  one  knew  {eyvcj)  the  Father  but  the  Son, 
even  as  no  one  knoweth  the  Son  but  the  Father  and 
those  to  whom  the  Son  is  minded  to  reveal  him."  This 
quotation  differs  from  Matt.  xi.  27  in  form,  in  language, 
and  in  meaning,  but  agrees  with  Justin's  reading  of  the 
same  text,  and  as  we  have  shown  the  use  of  the  aorist 
here,  and  the  transposition  of  the  order,  were  character- 
istics of  Gospels  used  by  Gnostics  and  other  parties  in 
the  early  Church,  and  the  passage  with  these  variations 
was  regarded  by  them  as  the  basis  of  some  of  their 
leading  doctrines.*  That  the  variation  is  not  accidental, 
but  a  deKberate  quotation  from  a  written  source,  is  proved 
by  this,  and  by  the  circumstance  that  the  author  of  the 
Homilies  repeatedly  quotes  it  elsewhere  in  the  same 
form.®  It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  the  quotations 
in  these  Homilies  are  so  systematically  and  consistently 
erroneous,  and  the  only  natural  conclusion  is  that  they 
are  derived  from  a  source  different  from  our  Gospela* 

*  *Yirayer€  tls  t6  a-KOTofrh  i^carfpov,  t  ^olfi<Jur€y  6  Uarrfp  r^  btaPSktjp  Ka\  toU 
oYyekois  alrov.    Horn.  xix.  2 ;  cf.  Matt.  xxy.  41. 

'  HUger^feldy  Die  Erv.  Justiu's,  pp.  369,  233  f. ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i. 
p.  211,  p.  330 ;  Mayerhcff,  Einl.  petr.  Schr.,  p.  246  f. 
»  Vol.  i.  p.  402  ff. 

*  Irenceus,  Ady.  Hear.,  iv.  6,  §  §  1,  3,  7  ;  of.  vol.  i.  p.  406  f. 
»  Horn,  xviii.  4,  6,  7,  8,  13,  20. 

*  EUgenfeld,  Die  Evy.  Justin's,  p.  201  fif.,  351 ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i. 
p.  210  f.,  248  f.,  314,  330 ;  Mayerhoff,  Einl.  petr.  Schr.,  p.  245;  Zdler, 
Die  Apostelgesch.,  p.  48 ;  BauVf  Unters.  kan.  Evy.,  p.  676. 
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Another  passage  occurs  in  Horn.  iii.  50  :  "  Wherefore 
ye  do  err,  not  knowing  the  true  things  of  the  Scriptures ; 
and  on  this  account  ye  are  ignorant  of  the  power  of 
God."  This  is  compared  with  Mark  xii.  24  :^  "Do  ye 
not  therefore  err,  not  knowing  the  Scriptures  nor  the 
power  of  God.'' 


HoM.  m.  50. 

Am  tovto  TrkavaaBf,  ft^  ciWrt r  rk 
akrjSrj  rStv  ypa<^v^  oZ  tivtKtv  ayvotire 

TTJV  dvVOfllP  TOV  0(0V. 


Mauk  xn.  24. 
Ov  bth.  TOVTO  vKavwrBt  firf  tld^rtt 
TCis    ypa<f>hs    iirfit   T^fv    ^vpofMMf    tow 
OcoO ; 


The  very  same  quotation  is  made  both  in  Hom.  ii.  51 
and  xviii.  20,  and  in  each  case  in  which  the  passage  is 
introduced  it  is  in  connection  with  the  assertion  that  there 
are  true  and  false  Scriptures,  and  that  as  there  are  in  the 
Scriptures  some  true  sayings  and  some  false,  Jesus  by 
this  saying  showed  to  those  who  erred  by  reason  of  the 
false  the  cause  of  their  error.  There  cannot  be  a  doubt 
that  the  author  of  the  Homilies  quotes  this  passage  from 
a  Gospel  diflFerent  from  ours,  and  this  is  demonstrated 
both  by  the  important  variation  from  our  text  and  also 
by  its  consistent  repetition,  and  by  the  context  in  which 
it  stands.^ 

Upon  each  occasion,  also,  that  the  author  of  the 
Homilies  quotes  the  foregoing  passage  he  likewise 
quotes  another  saying  of  Jesus  which  is  foreign  to  our 
Gospels  :  "  Be  ye  approved  money-changers,"  yCvecrde 
T/)airc4?T(u  8oKi/xoi.^  The  saying  is  thrice  quoted  without 
variation,  and  each  time,  together  with  the  preceding 
passage,  it  refers  to  the  necessity  of  discrimination 
between  true  and  false  sayings  in  the  Scriptures,  as 
for  instance :  "  And  Peter  said :   If,  therefore,  of  the 


^  Of.  Matt.  xxii.  29,  whioh  is  etiU  more  remote. 
»  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  363. 
•  Hom.  ii.  61,  iii.  60,  xviii.  20. 
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Scriptures  some  are  true  and  some  are  false,  our  Teacher 
rightly  said :  *  Be  ye  approved  money-changers/  as  in 
the  Scriptures  there  are  some  approved  sayings  and  some 
spurious."*  This  is  one  of  the  best  known  of  the 
apocryphal  sayings  of  Jesus,  and  it  is  quoted  by  nearly 
all  the  Fathers,^  by  many  as  from  Holy  Scripture,  and 
by  some  ascribed  to  the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes,  or 
the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews.  There  can  be 
no  question  here  that  the  author  quotes  an  apocryphal 
Gospel.^ 

There  is,  in  immediate  connection  with  both  the  pre- 
ceding passages,  another  saying  of  Jesus  quoted  which 
is  not  found  in  our  Gospels :  "  Why  do  ye  not  discern 
the  good  reason  of  the  Scriptures  ? "  "  Aia  tC  ov  voeire 
TO  evXoyop  t(ov  ypa(j>S}v"  *  This  passage  also  comes  from 
a  Gospel  different  from  ours,®  and  the  connection  and 
sequence  of  these  quotations  is  very  significant. 

One  further  illustration,  and  we  have  done.  We  find 
the  following  in  Hom.  iii  55 :  "  And  to  those  who 
think  that  God  tempts,  as  the  Scriptures  say,  he  said  : 
*The  evil  one  is  the  tempter,  who  also  tempted  him- 
self.' ''  ^    This  short  saying  is  not  found  in  our  Gospels. 

'  Horn.  ii.  51. 

'  Apost.  Confltit.,  ii.  36;  cf.  37 ;  Clem.  Al,  Strom.,  i.  28,  §  177 ;  cf.  ii. 
4,  §  16,  vi.  10,  §  81,  vii.  15,  §  90;  Origen,  ia  Joan.  T.  xix.,  vol.  iv. 
p.  289;  Epiphaniua^  Hser.,  xliv.  2,  p.  382 ;  ffieron,^  Ep.  ad  Minery.  et 
Alex.,  119  (al.  152) ;  Comm.  in  Ep.  ad  Eplies.,  iy. ;  Orabe,  Spidl.  Patr., 
i.  p.  13  f.,  326;  CotelertM,  Patr.  Ap.,  i.  p.  247  f. ;  Fahricius,  Cod,  Apocr, 
N.  T.,  ii.  p.  524. 

*  Crednevy  Beitrage,  i.  p.  326  f. ;  Htlgen/eld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  369  ; 
De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  115,  anm.  f. 

*  Horn.  iii.  60. 

»  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  326 ;  Hilgenfeld,,  Die  Evv.  Justin's,  p.  366 ; 
De  WeUe,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  115,  anm.  f. ;  Cotelerius,  Not.  ad  Clem.  Horn., 
iii.  50. 

*  Tots  dc  otoijUvois  &n  6  Bthi  ircipa^ci,  o>ff  al  Tpa<l>a\  Xcyov<r4y  i't^iy*  *0  iroyffp6t 
cWw  6  v(LpdC«i>v,  6  Ka\  avr^v  irtipaa'as,     Horn.  iii.  65, 
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It  probably  occurred  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Homilies 
in  connection  with  the  temptation  of  Jesus.  It  is  not 
improbable  that  the  writer  of  the  Epistle  of  James, 
who  shows  acquaintance  with  a  Gospel  diflferent  from 
ours,*  also  knew  this  saying.^  We  are  here  again  directed 
to  the  Ebionitish  Gospel.  Certainly  the  quotation  is 
derived  from  a  source  different  from  our  Gospels.  ^ 

These  illustrations  of  the  evangelical  quotations  in  the 
Clementine  Homilies  give  but  an  imperfect  impression  of 
the  character  of  the  extremely  numerous  passages  which 
occur  in  the  work  We  have  selected  for  our  examina- 
tion the  quotations  which  have  been  specially  cited  by 
critics  as  closest  to  parallels  in  our  Gospels,  and  have 
thus  submitted  the  question  to  the  test  which  was  most 
favourable  to  the  claims  of  our  Synoptics.  Space  forbids 
our  adequately  showing  the  much  wider  divergence 
which  exists  in  the  great  majority  of  cases  between 
them  and  the  quotations  in  the  Homilies.  To  sum  up 
the  case :  Out  of  more  than  a  hundred  of  these  quota- 
tions only  four  brief  and  fragmentary  phrases  really 
agree  with  parallels  in  our  Synoptics,  and  these,  we 
have  shown,  are  either  not  used  in  the  same  context  as 
in  our  Gospels  or  are  of  a  nature  far  from  special  to 
them.  Of  the  rest,  all  without  exception  systematically 
vary  more  or  less  from  our  Gospels,  and  many  in  their 
variations  agree  with  similar  quotations  in  other  writers, 
or  on  repeated  quotation  always  present  the  same  pecu- 
liarities, whilst  others,  professed  to  be  direct  quotations 
of  sayings  of  Jesus,  have  no  parallels  in  our  Gospels  at 
aU.  Upon  the  hypothesis  that  the  author  made  use  of 
our  Gospels,  such  systematic  divergence  would  be  per- 

>  Of.  ch.  V.  12.  *  Of.  ch.  i.  13. 

'  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  306  ;  Eilgeti/eld,  Die  Evv.  Justin's,  p.  389. 
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fectly  unintelligible  and  astounding.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  agreement  of  a 
few  passages  with  parallels  in  our  Gospels  cannot  prove 
anything.  The  only  extraordinary  circumstance  is  that 
even  using  a  totally  different  source,  there  should  not 
have  been  a  greater  agreement  with  our  Synoptics.  But 
for  the  universal  inaccuracy  of  the  human  mind,  every 
important  historical  saying,  having  obviously  only  one 
distinct  original  form,  would  in  all  truthful  histories 
have  been  reported  in  that  one  unvarying  form.  The 
nature  of  the  quotations  in  the  Clementine  Homilies 
leads  to  the  inevitable  conclusion  that  their  author 
derived  them  from  a  Gospel  different  from  ours.  The 
source  of  the  quotations  is  never  named  throughout  the 
work,  and  there  is  not  the  faintest  indication  of  the 
existence  of  our  Gospels.  These  circumstances  render 
the  Clementine  Homilies,  in  any  case,  of  no  evidential 
value  as  to  the  origin  and  authenticity  of  the  canonical 
Gospels.  This  mere  fact,  in  connection  with  a  work 
written  a  century  and  a  half  after  the  establishment  of 
Christianity,  and  abounding  with  quotations  of  the  dis- 
courses of  Jesus,  is  in  itself  singularly  suggestive. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  add  that  the  author  of  the 
Homilies  has  no  idea  whatever  of  any  canonical  writ- 
ings but  those  of  the  Old  Testament,  though  even  with 
regard  to  these  some  of  our  quotations  have  shown  that 
he  held  peculiar  views,  and  believed  that  they  con- 
tained spurious  elements.  There  is  no  reference  in  the 
Homilies  to  any  of  the  Epistles  of  the  New  Testament.^ 

One  of  the  most  striking  points  in  this  work,  on  the 
other  hand,    is  its   determined  animosity   against  the 

*  Weskott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  252,  note  2 ;  SchoUen,  Die  alt,  Zeugnisse, 
p.  57. 
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Apostle  Paul  We  have  seen  that  a  strong  anti-Pauline 
tendency  was  exhibited  by  many  of  the  Fachers,  who, 
like  the  author  of  the  Homilies,  made  use  of  Judeo- 
Christian  Gospels  different  from  ours.  In  this  work, 
however,  the  antagonism  against  the  "  Apostle  of  the 
Gentiles "  assumes  a  tone  of  peculiar  virulence.  There 
cannot  be  a  doubjt  that  the  Apostle  Paul  is  attacked  in 
this  religious  romance,  as  the  great  enemy  of  the  true 
faith,  under  thft  hated  name  of  Simon  the  Magician, 
whom  Peter  follows  everywhere  for  the  purpose  of 
unmasking  and  confuting  him.  He  is  robbed  of  his 
title  of  "  Apostle  of  the  Gentiles,"  which,  together  with 
the  honour  of  founding  the  Church  of  Antioch,  of 
Laodicssa,  and  of  Rome,  is  ascribed  to  Peter.  All  that 
opposition  to  Paul  which  is  implied  in  the  Epistle  to  the 
Galatians  and  elsewhere^  is  here  realized  and  exag- 
gerated, and  the  personal  difference  with  Peter  to  which 
Paul  refers'  is  widened  into  the  most  bitter  animosity. 
In  the  Epistle  of  Peter  to  James  which  is  prefixed  to 
the  Homilies,  Peter  says,  in  allusion  to  Paul :  "  For 
some  among  the  Gentiles  have  rejected  my  lawful 
preaching  and   a<;cepted    certain    lawless  and    foolish 


>  BawTf  Paulue,  i.  p.  97  ff.,  148,  anm.  1,  p.  250;  K.  G.  d.  3  erefc. 
Jahrh.,p.  87  ff.,  93,  anm.  1 ;  Ttibinger  Zeitschr.  f.  Th.,  1831,  h.  4,  p.  136  f. ; 
Dogmengesch.  I.,  i.  p.  155 ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  286  f. ; 
0/rSrer,  Allg.  K  G.,  i.  p.  257  ff. ;  Eilgmfeld,  Die  Clem.  Becogn.  u.  Horn., 
p.  319 ;  Zeitschr.  f.  wiss.  Theol.,  1869,  p.  353  ff. ;  Der  Kanon,  p.  11  f. ; 
A.  Kayser,  Bey.  de  Th^l.,  1851,  p.  142  f. ;  Lechler,  Das  aposi  u.  nachap. 
Zeit.,  p.  457  f.,  p.  500;  Biville,  Essais  de  Grit.  Belig.,  1860,  p.  35  f. ; 
Benan,  St.  Panl,  1869,  p.  303,  note  8;  Beuss,  Hist,  du  Canon,  p.  63, 
note  1 ;  Bitschl,  Entst.  altk.  Kirclie,  p.  277  ff. ;  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zengn., 
p.  57 ;  SchweglcTf  Das  naohap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  372  ff. ;  Uhlhcm,  Die  Homilien, 
u.  8.  w.,  1854,  p.  297  ;  Volhmar,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1856,  p.  279  f. ;  WestcoU, 
On  the  Canon,  p.  252,  note  2 ;  ZeUer,  Apostelgeschichte,  p.  158  f. 

«  1  Cor.  i.  11,  12 ;  2  Cor.  xi.  13,  20  f. ;  PhiUp.  i.  15,  16. 

»  Gal.  ii.  11;  cf.  1  Cor.  i.  11,  12. 
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teaching  of  the  hostile    man/'*      First   expounding  a 
doctrine  of  duality,  as  heaven  and  earth,  day  and  night, 
life  and  death,*  Peter  asserts  that  in  nature  the  greater 
things  come  first,  but  amongst  men  the  opposite  is  the 
case,  and  the  first  is  worse  and  the  second  better.*     He 
then  says  to  Clement  that  it  is  easy  according  to  this 
order  to  discern  to  what  class  Simon  (Paul)  belongs, 
**who   came  before  me  to  the  Gentiles,  and  to  which 
I  belong  who  have  come  after  him,  and  have  followed 
him    as     light    up<m     darkness,    as    knowledge    upon 
^orance,  as  health  upon  disease."*    He  continues :  "  If 
he  were  known  he  would  not  be  believed,  but  now,  not 
being  known,   he  is  wrongly  believed;  and  though  by 
his  acts  he  is  a  hater,  he  is  loved;    and  although  an 
enemy,  he  is  welcomed  as  a  friend ;  and  though  he  is 
death,  he   is    desired   as   a  saviour;    and  though   fire, 
esteemed  as  light ;  and  though  a  deceiver,  he  is  listened 
to  as  speaking  the  truth."*      There  is  much  more  of  this 
acrimonious  abuse  put  into  the  mouth  of  Peter.^    The 
indications  that  it  is  Paul  who  is  really  attacked  under 
the  name  of  Simon  are  much  too  clear  to  admit  of  doubt. 
In  Hom.  XL  35,  Peter,  warning  the  Church  against  false 
teachers,  says :    "  He  who  hath  sent  us,  our  Lord  and 
Prophet,   declared  to    us  that  the  evil  one    .... 
announced  that  he  would  send  from  amongst  his  fol- 
lowers apostles^  to  deceive.  Therefore  above  all  remember 
to  avoid  every  apostle,  or  teacher,  or  prophet,  who  first  does 
not  accurately  compare  his  teaching  with  that  of  James 

*  Epist.  Petri  ad  Jaoobum,  §  2.  Canon  Westcott  quotes  this  passage 
with  the  observation,  '*  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  St.  Paul  is  refersed 
to  as  Hbe  enemy.'  "    On  the  Canon,  p.  252,  note  2.  * 

«  Hom.  ii.  15.  •  JJ.,  ii.  16.  -•  /ft.,  ii.  17. 

»  76.,  iL  18.  •  Cf.  Hom.  iii.  59 ;  vii.  2,  4,  10,  11. 

7  We  haye  already  pointed  out  that  this  declaration  is  not  in  our  Gospels. 
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called  the  brother  of  my  Lord,  and  to  whom  was 
confided  the  ordering  of  the  Church  of  the  Hebrews 
in  Jerusalem,"  &c.,  lest  this  evU  one  should  send  a  false 
preacher  to  them,  "  as  he  has  sent  to  us  Simon  preaching 
a  counterfeit  of  truth  in  the  name  of  our  Lord  and 
disseminating  error."*  Further  on  he  speaks  more 
plainly  still.  Simon  maintains  that  he  has  a  truer 
appreciation  of  the  doctrines  and  teaching  of  Jesus 
because  he  has  received  his  inspiration  by  supernatural 
vision,  and  not  merely  by  the  common  experience  of  the 
senses,^  and  Peter  replies :  "  If,  therefore,  our  Jesus 
indeed  appeared  to  you  in  a  vision,  revealed  himself,  and 
spoke  to  you,  it  was  only  as  an  irritated  adversary. 
.  .  .  .  But  can  any  one  through  visions  become 
wise  in  teaching  ?  And  if  you  say  :  *  It  is  possible,' 
then  I  ask,  *  Wherefore  did  the  Teacher  remain  and 
discourse  for  a  whole  year  to  those  who  were  attentive  ? 
And  how  can  we  believe  your  story  that  he  appeared  to 
you  ?  And  in  what  manner  did  he  appear  to  you,  when 
you  hold  opinions  contrary  to  his  teaching  ? .  But  if 
seen  and  taught  by  him  for  a  single  hour  you  became 
his  apostle  :^  preach  his  words,  interpret  his  sayings,  love 
his  apostles,  oppose  not  me  who  consorted  with  him. 
For  you  now  set  yourself  up  against  me  who  am  a  firm 
rock,  the  foundation  of  the  Church.  If  you  were  not 
an  opponent  you  would  not  calumniate  me,  you  would 
not  revile  my  teaching  in  order  that,  in  declaring  what 
I  have  myself  heard  from  the  l/)rd,  I  may  not  be 
believed,  as  though   I  were  condemned.     .     .     .     But 

*  Horn.  xi.  35 ;  cf.  Galat.  i.  7  ff.  «  lb,,  xvii.  13  ff. 

'  •  Of .  1  Cor.  ix.  Iff.  **  Am  I  not  an  Apostle  P  have  I  not  seen  Jeeus 
our  Lord  ?  "  Of.  Galat.  i.  1 ;  i.  12,  **  For  neither  did  I  myself  receive  it 
by  man,  nor  was  I  taught  it,  but  by  revelation  of  Jesus  Christ." 
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if  you  say  that  I  am  condemned,  you  blame  God  who 
revealed  Christ  to  me/  "  *  &c.  This  last  phrase :  "  If  you 
say  that  I  am  condemned"  (*H  ei  Kare/i/cDcrfxa/ov  fie 
Xeyct?)  is  an  evident  allusion  to  Galat.  ii.  11  :  "I 
withstood  him  to  the  face,  because  he  was  condemned  " 
(on  KareypcooTfia/ofi^v), 

We  have  digressed  to  a  greater  extent  than  we 
intended,  but  it  is  not  unimportant  to  show  the 
general  character  and  tendency  of  the  work  we  have 
been  examining.  The  Clementine  Homilies, — written 
perhaps  about  the  end  of  the  second  century,  which 
never  name  or  indicate  a  single  Gospel  as  the  source 
of  the  author's  knowledge  of  evangelical  history,  whose 
quotations  of  sayings  of  Jesus,  numerous  as  they  are, 
systematically  diflfer  from  the  parallel  passages  of  our 
Synoptics,  or  are  altogether  foreign  to  them,  which 
denounce  the  Apostle  Paul  as  an  impostor,  enemy  of  the 
faith,  and  disseminator  of  false  doctrine,  and  therefore 
repudiate  his  Epistles,  at  the  same  time  equally  ignoring 
all  the  other  writings  of  the  New  Testament,  —  can 
scarcely  be  considered  as  giving  much  support  to  any 
theory  of  the  early  formation  of  the  New  Testament 
Canon,  or  as  affording  evidence  even  of  the  existence  of 
its  separate  books. 


Among  the  writings  which  used  formerly  to  be 
ascribed  to  Justin  Martyr,  and  to  be  published  along 
with  his  general  works,  is  the  short  composition  com- 
monly known  as  the  "Epistle  to  Diognetus."  The 
ascription  of  this  composition  to  Justin  arose  solely  from 

'  Horn.  xvii.  19. 
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the  fact  that  in  the  only  known  MS.  of  the  letter  there  is 
an  inscription  ToC  avrov  tt/oos  ALoyvrfrov  which  fix)m  its 
connection  was  referred  to  Justin.*  The  style  and  con- 
tents of  the  work,  however,  soon  convinced  critics  that  it 
could  not  possibly  be  written  by  Justin,^  and  although  it 
has  been  ascribed  by  various  isolated  writers  to  ApoUos, 
Clement,  Marcion,  Quadratus,  and  others,  none  of  these 
guesses  have  been  seriously  supported,  and  critics  are 
almost  imiversally  agreed  in  confessing  that  the  author 
of  the  Epistie  is  entirely  unknown. 

Such  being  the  case,  it  need  scarcely  be  said  that  the 
difficulty  of  assigning  a  date  to  the  work  with  any 
degree  of  certainty  is  extreme,  if  it  be  not  absolutely 
impossible  to  do  so.  This  difficulty,  however,  is  in- 
creased by  several  circumstances.  The  first  and  most 
important  of  these  is  the  fact  that  the  Epistie  to  Diog- 
netus  is  neitiier  quoted  nor  mentioned  by  any  ancient 
writer,  and  consequentiy  there  is  no  external  evidence 
whatever  to  indicate  the  period  of  its  cx)mposition.^ 
Moreover,  it  is  not  only  anonymous  but  incomplete,  or,  at 
least,  as  we  have  it,  not  the  work  of  a  single  writer.  At 
the  end  of  Chapter  x.  a  break  is  indicated,  and  the  two 

*  otto,  Ep.  ad  Diognetum,  &o.,  1852,  p.  U  f. 

'  Baur,  Dogmengeech.  I.,  i.  p.  255 ;  Gesch.  chr.  Kirche,  L  p.  373 ; 
Bunserij  Analecta  Ante-Nic,  i.  p.  103  ff. ;  Ohiistianity  and  Mankind,  i. 
p.  170  f. ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  50 ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  399  ; 
Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  lit.  and  Doctr.,  ii.  p.  138  ff. ;  Evmld,  Gesch. 
Volkee  Isr.,  yii.  p.  251 ;  Ouericke,  H*buch  K  G.,  p.  152  ;  C,  D.  a.  Gross- 
hdm.  Be  ep.  ad  Diogn.  Comm.,  1828;  HoLUnberg,  Der  Br.  ad  Diogn., 
1853;  Hilgmfdd,  Die  ap  Yttter,  p.  1,  cf .  9  f . ;  Kayser,  Bev.  de  Th^oL, 
1856,  p.  258  ff. ;  Kirchhofer,  QueUensamml.,  p.  36,  anm.  1 ;  MShler,  XJeb. 
d.  Br.  an  Diogn.  Werke,  1839,  i.  p.  19  ff. ;  Reuss,  Geoch.  N.  T.,  p.  289 ; 
Schdliteny  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  101 ;  Tischendorf,  Wann  warden,  n.  8.  w., 
p.  40;  Tillemont,  M6m.  eccl.,  torn.  ii.  pt.  1,  p.  366,  493,  note  1 ;  Westcott, 
On  the  Oanon,  p.  74  f. ;  Zeller,  Zie  Apostelgescli.,  p.  50. 

*  Donaldson,  Hist.  Ohr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  ii.  p.  126;  Kir chho/er,  Quellen<- 
samml.  p.  36,  anm.  1, 
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concluding  chapters  are  unmistakably  by  a  different  and 
later  hand,^  It  is  not  singular,  therefore,  that  there 
exists  a  wide  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  date  of  the 
first  ten  chapters,  although  all  agree  regarding  the  later 
composition  of  the  concluding  portion.  It  is  assigned 
to  various  periods  between  about  the  end  of  the  first 
quarter  of  the  second  century  to  the  end  of  that  century,^ 
whilst  others  altogether  denounce  it  as  a  modem  forgery.® 
Nothing  can  be  more  insecure  in  one  direction  than  the 
date  of  a  work  derived  alone  from  internal  evidence. 
Allusions  to  actual  occurrences  may  with  certainty  prove 
that  a  work  could  only  have  been  written  after  they  had 
taken  place.  The  mere  absence  of  later  indications  in 
an  anonymous  Epistle  only  found  in  a  single  MS.  of  the 
thirteenth  or  fourteenth  century,  however,  and  which 
may  have  been  and  probably  was  written  expressly  in 
imitation  of  early  Christian  feeling,  cannot  furnish  any 
solid  basis  for  an  early  date.     It  must  be  evident  that 

>  Credner,  Der  Kanon,  p.  59  flf.,  67,  76;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii. 
p.  339;  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  lit.  and  Dootr.,ii.p.  142;  Eiuald,  Gesoh. 
V.  Isr.,  vii.  p.  251,  aDm.  1 ;  HilgenfM,  Die  ap.  Vater,  p.  1 ;  Otto,  Just. 
Mart.,  ii.  p.  201  n. ;  Reuss,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  290;  Westcott,  On  the  Canon, 
p.  76. 

*  C.A.D.  117.  Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  76.  a.d.  1?0— 130,  Ewald, 
Oesch.  V.  Isr.,  vii.  p.  252.  Between  Hadrian  and  Marc,  Aurel,  Kayser, 
Rev.  de  Th^oL,  1866,  p.  268.  An  elder  contemporary  of  Justin.  Tischen- 
dorf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  40.  A.D.  133—135,  Otto,  De  Ep.  ad 
Diogn.,  1845;  -Bwrwen,  Chr.  and  Mankind,!,  p.  170.  a.d.  135,  Reuss,  Gesch. 
N.  T.,  p.  289.  A.D.  140,  Credner,  Der  Kanon,  p.  69;  cf.  Beitrage,  i.  p. 
60.  After  a.d.  170,  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zengnisse,  p.  101.  Hardly  before 
A.D.  180,  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  399.  Hilgen/eld  excludes  it  from 
the  2nd  century.  Die  ap.  Yater,  p.  9  f.  Zeller  considers  it  of  no  yalue, 
eyen  if  it  contained  quotations,  on  account  of  its  late  date.  Die  Apoetel- 
gesch.,  p.  61 ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  iv.  p.  619  f. 

*  Donaldson  considers  it  either  a  forgery  by  H.  Stephanus  the  first 
editor,  or  by  (Greeks  who  came  over  to  Italy  when  Constantinople  was 
threatened  by  the  Turks.  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  ii.  p.  141  f.  So 
also  Overheck  decides  it  to  be  a  fictitious  production  written  after  the  time 
of  Constantino ;  TJeb.  d.  pseudojust.  Br.  an  Diognet.  Programm.  1872, 
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the  determination  of  the  date  of  this  Epistle  cannot 
therefore  be  regarded  as  otherwise  than  doubtful  and 
arbitrary.  It  is  certain  that  the  purity  of  its  Greek  and 
the  elegance  of  its  style  distinguish  it  from  all  other 
Christian  works  of  the  period  to  which  so  many 
assign  it.* 

The  Epistle  to  Diognetus,  however,  does  not  furnish  any 
evidence  even  of  the  existence  of  our  Synoptics,  for  it  is 
admitted  that  it  does  not  contain  a  single  direct  quota- 
tion from  any  evangelical  work.^  We  shall  hereafter 
have  to  refer  to  this  Epistle  in  connection  with  the  fourth 
Gospel,  but  in  the  meantime  it  may  be  well  to  add  that 
in  Chapter  xii.,  one  of  those  it  will  be  remembered 
which  are  admitted  to  be  of  later  date,  a  brief  quotation 
is  made  from  1  Cor.  viii  1,  introduced  merely  by  the 
words,  6  aTrooToXos  Xeyet. 

*  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  102  ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii. 
p.  399 ;  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  ii.  p.  134  S. ;  cf.  Ewald, 
Gesch.  V.  Isr.,  vii.  p.  253 ;  Westcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  74  f. ;  Kayser, 
Rev.  de  Thdol.,  1856,  p.  257. 

»  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  60;  Kayser,  Rev.  de  Th^oL,  1856,  p.  257; 
BeusSf  Hist,  du  Canon,  p.  40  f. ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  102 ; 
Tisckendorf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  40;  Westcott,  On  the  Canon, 
p.  78. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

BASILIDES — VALENTINUS. 

We  must  now  turn  back  to  an  earlier  period  and 
consider  any  evidence  regarding  the  Synoptic  Grospels 
which  may  be  furnished  by  the  so-called  heretical 
writers  of  the  second  century.  The  first  of  these  who 
claims  our  attention  is  Basilides,  the  founder  of  a  system 
of  Gnosticism,  who  lived  in  Alexandria  about  the  year 
125  of  our  era.^  With  the  exception  of  a  very  few  brief 
fragments,^  none  of  the  writings  of  this  Gnostic  have 
been  preserved,  and  all  our  information  regarding  them 
is  therefore  derived  at  second-hand  from  ecclesiastical 
writers  opposed  to  him  and  his  doctrines,  and  their 
statements,  especially  where  acquaintance  with,  and  the 
use  of,  the  New  Testament  Scriptures  are  assumed,  must 
be  received  with  very  great  caution.  The  uncritical  and 
inaccurate  character  of  the  Fathers  rendered  them  pecu- 
liarly liable  to  be  misled  by  foregone  devout  conclusions. 

Eusebius  states  that  Agrippa  Castor,  who  had  written 
a  refutation  of  the  doctrines  of  Basilides,  "  Says  that  he 
had  composed  twenty-four  books   upon  the  Gospel."' 

*  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iv.  7,  8,  9;  Baur,  Geech.  ohr.  K.,  i.  p.  196;  David- 
son,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  388 ;  Ouericke,  H'buch  K  G.,  i.  p.  182 ;  Lechler, 
Das  ap.  Tind  naohap  Zeit.,  p.  498;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  64; 
Tischendcrf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  60. 

«  Orahe,  Spidl.  Patr.,  ii.  p.  39  ff.,  63  ff. 

*  ♦i;<rli'  airr^p  tU  ii€V  t6  tvayytXtov  TttTtrapa  trphi  rois  iucoa-i  avvrd^i  jSi^Xca. 
H.  E.,  iv.  7. 
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This  is  interpreted  by  Tischendorf,  without  argument, 
and  in  a  most  arbitrary  and  erroneous  manner,  to  imply 
that  the  work  was  a  commentary  upon  our  four 
canonical  Gospels;*  a  conclusion  the  audacity  of  which 
can  scarcely  be  exceeded.  This  is,  however,  almost 
suq)assed  by  the  treatment  of  Canon  Westcott,  who 
writes  regarding  Basilides :  "  It  appears,  moreover,  that 
he  himself  published  a  Gospel — a  *  Life  of  Christ '  as  it 
would  perhaps  be  called  in  our  days,  or  *  The  Philosophy 
of  Christianity'^ — ^but  he  admitted  the  historic  truth  of 
all  the  facts  contained  in  the  canonical  Gospels,  and  used 
them  as  Scripture.  For,  in  spite  of  his  peculiar  opinions, 
the  testimony  of  Basilides  to  our  *  acknowledged '  books 
is  comprehensive  and  clear.  In  the  few  pages  of  his 
writings  which  remain  there  are  certain  references  to  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Luke,  and  St.  John,"^  &c. 
Now  in  making,  in  such  a  manner,  these  assertions :  in 
totally  ignoring  the  whole  of  the  discussion  with  regard 
to  the  supposed  quotations  of  Basilides  in  the  work  com- 
monly ascribed  to  Hippolytus  and  the  adverse  results  of 
learned  criticism  :  in  the  unqualified  assertions  thus 
made  and  the  absence  either  of  explanation  of  the  facts 
or  the  reasons  for  the  conclusion  :  this  statement  must 
be  condemned  in  the  strongest  manner  as  unworthy 
of  a  scholar, .  and  only  calculated  to  mislead  readers 
who  must  generally  be  ignorant  of  the  actual  facts  of 
the  case. 

We  know  from  the  evidence  of  antiquity  that  Basilides 
made  use  of  a  Gospel,  written  by  himself  it  is  said,  but 
certainly  called  after  his  own  name.*    An  attempt  has 

*  "Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  61  f. 

'  These  names  are  pure  inventions  of  Dr.  Westcott's  fancy,  of  course. 

*  On  the  Canon,  p.  265  f. 

*  Ausus  fuit  et  Basilides  scribere  Eyangelium  et  suo  iUud  nomine  titu- 
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been  made  to  explain  this  by  suggesting  that  perhaps 
the  Commentary  mentioned  byAgrippa  Castor  may  have 
been  mistaken  for  a  Gospel;*  but  the  fragments  of  that 
w(H-k  which  are  still  extant^  are  of  a  character  which 
precludes  the  possibility  that  any  work  of  which  they 
formed  a  part  could  have  been  considered  a  Gospel.* 
Various  opinions  have  been  expressed  as  to  the  exact 
nature  of  the  Gospel  of  Basilides.  Neander  aflfirmed  it 
to  be  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  which  he 
brought  from  Syria  to  Egypt ;  *  whilst  Schneckenburger 
held  it  to  be  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Egyptians.* 
Others  believe  it  to  have  at  least  been  based  upon  one  or 
other  of  these  Gospels.^  There  seems  most  reason  for 
the  hypothesis  that  it  was  a  form  of  the  Gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrews,  which  we  have  found  so  generally  in  use 
amongst  the  Fathers. 

We  have  already  quoted  the  passage  in  which 
Eusebiua  states,  on  the  authority  of  Agrippa  Castor, 
whose  works  are  no  longer  extant,  that  Basilides  had 

lare.  Origen,  Horn.  i.  in  Lucam.  Ausus  est  etiam  Basilides  Evangelium 
scribere  qnod  dicitur  secundum  Basilidem.  Ambros.,  Comment  in  Luc. 
Proem,  ffieron.,  Prwf.  in  Matt. ;  cf.  Credner,  Beitrc^ge,  i.  p.  37  ;  Qeech. 
N.  T.  Kanon,  p.  11 ;  Bunsen,  Bibelwerk,  viii.  p.  568;  Davidson,  Introd. 
N.  T.,  ii.  p.  389;  KirchJwfer,  Quellensamml.,  p.  414,  anm.  3,  p.  475; 
Neud<icker,  EinL  N.  T.,  1840,  p.  85  f. ;  SchoU,  Isagoge,  p.  23;  SchoUen, 
Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  64. 

•  KirchJw/er,  Quellensamml.,  p.  414,  anm.  3;  Tisckendorf,  "Wann 
warden,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  52,  anm.  1 ;  TVestcoH,  On  the  Oanon,  p.  255  f.,  note 
4 ;  G/r&rer,  Allg.  K  G.,  i.,  p.  340,  anm.*** ;  Nicolas,  Et.  sur  les  Ev. 
Apocr.,  p.  134. 

'  Qrabe,  Spicil.  Patr.,  ii.  p.  39  ff.,  65  ff. ;  (Jlemens  Al,  Strom.,  iv.  12. 

•  Dr.  Westcott  admits  this.     On  the  Canon,  p.  255,  note  4. 

•  Quest.  Syst.,  p.  84 ;  cf.  K.  G.,  1843,  ii.  p.  709,  anm.  2;  Nicolas,  Et.  sur 
les  Ev.  Apocr.,  p.  134. 

•  TJeb.  d.  Ev.  d.  -^Egypt.,  1834;  cf.  Gieaeler,  Entst.  sohr.  Ew., 
p.  19. 

•  Gtesder,  Entst.  schr.  Ew.,  p.  19;  Bunaen,  Bibelwerk,  viii.  p.  568; 
cf.  FabriciuB,  Cod.  Ap.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  343,  note  m. 
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composed  a  work  in  twenty-four  books  on  the  Gospel 
{to  evayyekiov),  and  we  have  mentioned  the  unwarranted 
inference  of  Tischendorf  that  this  must  have  been 
a  work  on  our  four  Gospels.  Now,  so  far  from  de- 
riving his  doctrines  from  our  Grospels  or  other  New 
Testament  writings  or  acknowledging  their  authority, 
Basilides  expressly  states  that  he  received  his  know- 
ledge of  the  truth  from  Glaucias,  "  the  interpreter  of 
Peter,"  whose  disciple  he  claimed  to  be,*  and  he  thus 
sets  Gospels  aside  and  prefers  tradition.^  In  men- 
tioning this  fact  Canon  Westcott  says :  "  At  the  same 
time  he  appealed  to  the  authority  of  Glaucias,  who,  as 
well  as  St.  Mark,  was  'an  interpreter  of  St.  Peter.*' 
Now  we  have  here  again  an  illustration  of  the  same  mis- 
leading system  which  we  have  already  condemned,  and 
shall  further  refer  to,  in  the  introduction  after  "Glaucias *' 
of  the  words  "  who  as  well  as  St  Mark  was  an  interpreter 
of  St.  Peter."  The  words  in  italics  are  the  gratuitous 
addition  of  Canon  Westcott  himself,  and  can  only  have 
been  inserted  for  one  of  two  purposes  :  I.,  to  assert  the 
fact  that  Glaucias  was  actually  an  interpreter  of  Peter 
as  tradition  represented  Mark  to  be  ;  or  IL,  to  insinuate 
to  unlearned  readers  that  Basilides  himself  acknowledged 
Mark  as  well  as  Glaucias  as  the  interpreter  of  Peter. 
We  can  scarcely  suppose  the  first  to  have  been  the 
intention,  and  we  regret  to  be  forced  back  upon  the 
second,  and  infer  that  the  temptation  to  weaken  the 
inferences  from  the  appeal  of  Basilides  to  the  uncanonical 


avxovaw  avrolt  rbvUtrpov  ipfirjvia,     Clemens  AL,  Strom.,  vii.  17,  §  106. 

•  Credner,  Beitr&ge,  i.  p.  37 ;  Gfrdrer,  Allg.  K  O.,  i.  p.  340;  SchoUm, 
Die  alt.  2jeugni86e,  p.  64 ;  cf.  Bunseny  Bibelwerk,  viii.  p.  568. 

'  On  the  Canon,  p.  255. 
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Glaucias,  by  coupling  with  it  the  allusion  to  Mark,  was, 
unconsciously,  no  doubt,  too  strong  for  the  apologist' 

Basilides  also  claimed  to  have  received  from  a  certain 
Matthias  the  report  of  private  discourses  which  he  had 
heard  from  the  Saviour  for  his  special  instruction.* 
Agrippa  Castor  further  stated,  according  to  Eusebius, 
that  in  his  i^rfyrjTLKa  Basilides  refers  to  Barcabbas  and 
Barcoph  (Parchor^)  as  prophets,  as  well  as  invents  others 
for  himself  who  never  existed  and  claimed  their  authority 
for  his  doctrines.*  With  regard  to  all  this  Canon 
Westcott  writes  :  "  Since  Basilides  lived  on  the  verge  of 
the  apostolic  times,  it  is  not  surprising  that  he  made 
use  of  other  sources  of  Christian  doctrine  besides  the 
canonical  books.  The  belief  in  Divine  Inspiration  was 
still  fresh  and  real,''^  &c.  It  is  apparent,  however,  that 
Basilides,  in  basing  his  doctrines  on  these  Apocryphal 
books  as  inspired,  and  upon  tradition,  and  in  having  a 
special  Gospel  called  after  his  own  name,  which,  there- 
fore, he  clearly  adopts  as  the  exponent  of  his  ideas  of 
Christian  truth,  absolutely  ignores  the  canonical  Gospels 
altogether,  and  not  only  does  not  oflFer  any  evidence  for 
their  existence,  but  proves  that  he  did  not  recognize  any 
such  works  as  of  authority.  Therefore  there  is  no  ground 

^  We  may  add  that  the  *'  Saint"  inserted  before  Peter  neither  belongs 
to  Clement  nor  to  Basilides,  but  is  introduced  into  the  quotation  by  Dr. 
Westcott. 

'  Boo-iXcidi/ff  Toiwv  Koi  'l<ri!ici>pos,  6  Bao-iXridov  nais  yvria-ios  koL  fjLoBriTrjSt 
<f>€urlp  €iprfK€Pai  McerBiav  atmns  \6yovs  diroKpv<l)ovs,  ots  iJKova'€  irapa  rov  aaynjpos 
Kor*  Ibiav  dtdax^eif.  Hippoltftue,  Befut.  Omn.  Hser.,  yii.  20 ;  ed.  Duncker 
et  Schneidewin,  1859. 

•  Isidorus,  his  son  and  disciple,  wrote  a  commentary  on  the  prophecy  of 
Pcuxihor  {Clem,  AL,  Strom.,  vi.  6,  §  63),  in  which  he  further  refers  to  the 
•'  prophecy  of  Cham."     Cf.  Neander,  Allg.  K.  G.,  1843,  ii.  p.  703  ff. 

^  .  .  .  .  .  7rp(Hf>rfTas  dc  tavr^  6vofid<ru  BapKofifiap  koL  Bopxax^  koI  3KKov£ 
irvndpKTovs  riphg  covr^  av<m)(TdiifvoVy  ic.t.X.     Euseb.,  H.  E.,  iv.  7. 

•  On  the  Canon,  p.  255. 
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whatever  for  Tischendorf s  assumption  that  the  com- 
mentary of  Basilides  "  on  the  Gospel  "  was  written  upon 
our  Gospels,  but  that  idea  is  on  the  contrary  negatived  in 
the  strongest  way  by  all  the  facts  of  the  case.^  The  per- 
fectly simple  interpretation  of  the  statement  is  that  long 
ago  suggested  by  Valesius,^  that  the  Commentary  of  Basi- 
lides was  composed  upon  his  own  Gospel,^  whether  it  was 
the  Grospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  or  the  Egyptians. 

Moreover,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  Basilides  used 
the  word  "  Gospel "  in  a  peculiar  technical  way.  Hip- 
polytus,  in  the  work  usually  ascribed  to  him,  writing  of 
the  Basilidians  and  describing  their  doctrines,  sajB : 
"  When  therefore  it  was  necessary  to  reveal,  he  (?)  says, 
us,  who  are  children  of  God,  in  expectation  of  which 
revelation,  he  says,  the  creature  groaneth  and  travaileth, 
the  Gospel  came  into  the  world,  and  came  through 
{SLTfK&e  ?  prevailed  over)  every  principality  and  power 
and  dominion,  and  every  name  that  is  named."*  "  The 
Gospel,  therefore,  came  first  from  the  Sonship,  he  says, 
through  the  Son,  sitting  by  the  Archon,  to  the  Archon, 
and  the  Archon  learnt  that  he  was  not  the  Grod  of  all 
things  but  begotten,"^  &c.  "  The  Gospel  is  the  know- 
ledge of  supramundane  matter,"^  Ac.     This  may  not  be 

^  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  389 ;  Scholten,  Die  Ut.  Zeugniase,  p.  64  ; 
Credner,  Der  Kanon,  p.  24. 

•  Cf.  FabriciuSy  Cod.  Apocr.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  343,  not.  m. 

•  Neudecker,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  86;  Nicolas,  Et.  sur  les  Ev.  Apoor., 
p.  134. 

^  'EttcI  cZv  cdci  a7roKaKv<f)3fjvaif  ff^jaiv,  rjfias  rhj€Kva  rov  Btov,  ntpX  hv  ccrrc- 
va(€,  (fnjirlv,  tf  Kriiris  Kal  &btv€v,  cartKb^xofJievrf  rffv  drroKoKvyltiPf  ^0^  t6  ivayyiktov 
fh  r^i'  K6a'fU)Pf  Koi  di^X^c  bih  ndarfs  dpxrjs  Koi  i^ovaias  Kxii  Kvpi^rrjros  koi  navrbs 
6v6fiaTO£  ovofiaCofitvov,  ic.r.X.    Hippolytus,  Eefat.  Omn.  Hser.,  yii.  25. 

•  "HX^cv  dlv  rh  €vayy€\iov  irpSxrov  cmh  r^r  vv&TTjjToty  <l>fja'it  ^t^  tow  irapaKa" 
Brjp,(vov  T^  &pxovTi  vlov  irphi  rhv  Apxovroy  kqX  ^pnBtv  6  Spxcuv,  ori  ovk  fjv  ^€^ff 
rS>v  oKdtVy  a\y  fjv  yannjrbsy  #c.r.X.     Ih,,  vii.  26  ;  cf.  27,  &c. 

•  Eifoyyiktov  «Wt  kot  avrovs  7  tS>v  vTTfpKoa-p.ionv  yvoxru,  k.t.\.     lb,,  vii.  27. 
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very  intelligible,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  "  the 
Gospel "  in  a  technical  sense  ^  formed  a  very  important 
part  of  the  system  of  Basilides.     Now  there  is  nothing 
whatever  to  show  that  the  twenty-four  books  which  he 
composed  **  on  the  Grospel "  were  not  in  elucidation  of 
the  Gospel  as  technically  understood  by  him,  illustrated 
by  extracts  from  his  own  special  Gospel  and  from  the 
tradition  handed  down  to  him  by  Glaucias  and  Matthias, 
The  emphatic  assertion  of  Canon  Westcott  and  Basi- 
lides, "  admitted  the  historic  truth  of  all  the  facts  con- 
tained in  the  canonical  Gospels/*  is  based  solely  upon 
the  following  sentence  of  the  work  attributed  to  Hippo- 
lytus.  ^*  Jesus,  however,  was  generated  according  to  these 
(followers  of  Basilides)  as  we  have  already  said.^     But 
when  the  generation  which  has  already  been  declared  had 
taken  place,  all  things  regarding  the  Saviour,  according 
to  them,  occurred  in  a  similar  way  as  they  have  been 
written  in  the  Grospel."^     There  are,  however,  several 
important  points  to  be  borne  in  mind  in  reference  to  this 
passage.     The  statement  in  question  is  not  made  in  con- 
nection with  Basilides  himself,  but  distinctly  in  reference 
to  his  followers,  of  whom  there  were  many  in  the  time 
of  Hippolytus  and  long  after  him.     It  is,  moreover,  a 
general  observation  the  accuracy  of  which  we  have  no 
means  of  testing,  and  upon  the    correctness  of  which 
there  is  no  special  reason  to  rely.     The  remark,  made  at 
the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  however,  that  the 
followers  of  Basilides  believed  that  the  actual  events  of 
the  life  of  Jesus  occurred  in  the  way  in  which  they  have 

^  Oanon  Westcott  admits  this  technical  use  of  the  word,  of  course.  On 
the  Canon,  p.  255  f.,  note  4. 

'  He  refers  to  a  mystical  account  of  the  incarnation. 

'  *0  ii  *lij(rovs  yeyivrfrai  kot*  avTov£  as  7rpo€ipfiKafi€V,     T€y€vrifi€vrjs  de  r^y 

ycvcVcAX  TrJ£  TrpobebrjKtofievrfSt  yeyoue  irdvra   SfioUos  kot    avrovt  rk  ntpi  rov 

'  acnijpoi  its  iv  toIs  euoyyeXwif  yiypcmrcu.     Hippolytus ^  Sef.   Omu.   Hser., 

viL  27.  I 
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been  written  in  the  Gospels,  is  no  proof  whatever  that 
either  they  or  Basilides  used  or  admitted  the  authority 
of  our  Gospels.  The  exclusive  use  by  any  one  of  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  for  instance,  would  be 
perfectly  consistent  with  the  statement.  No  one  who 
considers  what  is  known  of  that  Gospel,  or  who  thinks 
of  the  use  made  of  it  in  the  first  half  of  the  second 
century  by  perfectly  orthodox  Fathers  before  we  hear 
anything  of  our  Gospels,  can  doubt  this.  The  passage 
is,  therefore,  of  no  weight  as  evidence  for  the  use 
of  our  Gospels.  Canon  Westcott  is  himself  obliged  to 
admit  that  in  the  extant  fragments  of  Isidorus,  the  son 
and  disciple  of  Basilides,  who  "  maintained  the  doctrines 
of  his  father,"  he  has  "  noticed  nothing  bearing  on  the 
books  of  the  New  Testament."*  On  the  supposition  that 
Basilides  actually  wrote  a  Commentary  on  our  Gospels, 
and  used  them  as  Scripture,  it  is  indeed  passing  strange 
that  we  have  so  little  evidence  on  the  point. 

We  must  now,  however,  examine  in  detail  all  of  the 
quotations,  and  they  are  few,  alleged  to  show  the  use  of 
our  Gospels,  and  we  shall  commence  with  those  of 
Tischendorf.  The  first  passage  which  he  points  out  is 
found  in  the  Stromata  of  Clement  of  Alexandria.  Tisch- 
endorf guards  himself,  in  reference  to  these  quotations, 
by  merely  speaking  of  them  as  "Basilidian"  (Basili- 
dianisch),^  but  it  might  have  been  more  frank  to  have 
stated  clearly  that  Clement  distinctly  assigns  the  quota- 
tion to  the  followers  of  Basilides  (ol  8c  aTro  BacrCKeihov),^ 
and  not  to  Basilides  himself.*  The  supposed  quotation, 
therefore,  however  surely  traced  to  our  Gospels,  could 
really  not  prove  anything  in  regard  to  Basilides.     The 

>  On  the  Canon,  p.  257.  '  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  51. 

'  Ol  dc  diro  Ba(r<Xcidov  trv0ofi€P<i»p  <f>aal  tS>v  arroirrSkav  /jltj  irart  afx€iv6v  iari 
rh  fi^  yafxtlv  airoKplvavBai  Xcyovo-t  rhv  Kvpiov^  #c.t.X.     Strom.,  iii.  1,  §  1, 
*  Canon  Westcott  does  not  refer  to  this  quotaty>ii^.a^  §^^GoOqIc 
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passage  itself  compared  with  the  parallel  in  Matt.  xlx. 

11,  12,  is  as  follows  : — 

Stkom.  m.  1,  J  1. 
They  say  fhe  Lord  answered: 
All  men  cannot  receive  this  saying. 


For  there  are  eonuohs  who  are 
indeed  firom  birth,  but  others  from 
necessity. 


Ov  vavT€s  ;((»pov<ri  rhv  \6yov  rovrov, 
ua\  yhp  €VPovxph  ol  fUv  ex  yevcr^f,  ol 


Matt.  xix.  11, 12. 

V.  11,  But  he  said  unto  them : 
All  men  cannot  reoeiye  this  saying 
but  only  they  to  whom  it  is  given. 

V.  12.  For  there  are  eunuchs 
which  were  so  bom  from  their 
mother's  womb:  and  there  are 
eunuchs  which  were  made  eunuchs 
by  men,  &c.  &c. 

Oh  iravTfs  xapovtriv  t6v  \6yov  tovtov, 
dXX*  oU  dcdoroi*  elclv  yhp  titvovxoi 
OiTiyts  €K  KoiKlas  firjrphs  Jyfwfi$Tj<rap 
ovragf  Koi  €?<rtv  eiwoOxoi  Qvnv€S  ^vov- 
Xi(rBrf<rap  vir6  rStv  dvSp^toVf  k,t,\. 

Now  this  passage  in  its  affinity  to  and  material  varia- 
tion from  our  first  Gospel  might  be  quoted  as .  evidence 
for  the  use  of  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  but  it 
is  simply  preposterous  to  point  to  it  as  evidence  for  the 
use  of  Matthew.  Apologists  in  their  anxiety  to  grasp 
at  the  faintest  analogies  as  testimony  seem  altogether  to 
ignore  the  history  of  the  creation  of  written  Gospels,  and 
to  forget  the  very  existence  of  the  iroXXol  of  Luke.^ 

The  next  passage  referred  to  by  Tischendorf  ^  is  one 
quoted  by  Epiphanius*  which  we  subjoin  in  contrast 
with  the  parallel  in  Matt,  vii  6  : — 

HLeb.  xxrv.  5.    '  Matt,  vil  6. 

And  therefore  he  said : 
Cast  not  ye  pearls  before  swine, 
neither  give  that  which   is  holy 
unto  dogs. 


M^  pakriTt  Toifs  fiapyaplras  Zirnpoo"' 
KwrL 


Give  not  that  which  is  holy  unto 
dogs,  neither  cast  ye  your  pearls 
before  swine,  lest  they  trample 
them  under  their  feet,  and  turn 
again  and  rend  you. 

M^  d«rf  tA  &yu}V  rols  Kvaivy  firfii 
fiakfiT€  Toifs  iMpyapiras  vfiS>v  tfinpoa-^ 
$€v  tS>v  xolpoiVy  IC.T.X. 


»  Of.  EwM,  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  1849,  p.  208. 


s  Wann  wurden,  u«  s.  w.,  p.  61. 

VOL,  II. 


»  Hfier.,  xxiv.  6,  p.  72. 

s 
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Here  again  the  variation  in  order  is  just  what  one 
might  have  expected  fix)m  the  use  of  the  Gospel  accord- 
ing to  the  Hebrews  or  a  similar  work,  and  there  is  no 
indication  whatever  that  the  passage  did  not  end  here, 
without  the  continuation  of  our  first  Synoptic.  What  is 
still  more  important,  although  Tischendorf  does  not 
mention  the  fact,  nor  otherwise  hint  a  doubt  than  by  the 
use  again  of  an  unexplained  description  of  this  quotation 
as  "  BesUidianisch '*  instead  of  a  more  direct  ascription  of 
it  to  Basilides  himself,  this  passage  is  by  no  means 
attributed  by  Epiphanius  to  that  heretic.  It  is  intro- 
duced into  the  section  of  his  work  directed  against  the 
Basilidians,  but  he  uses,  like  Clement,  the  indefinite 
<^<rt,  and  as  in  dealing  with  all  these  heresies  there  is 
continual  interchange  of  reference  to  the  head  and  the 
later  followers,  there  is  no  certainty  who  is  referred  to  in 
these  quotations,  and  in  this  instance  nothing  to  indicate 
that  this  passage  is  ascribed  to  Basilides  himself  His 
name  is  mentioned  in  the  first  line  of  the  first  chapter  of 
this  "heresy,"  but  not  again  before  this  (fyrjaC  occurs 
in  chapter  v.  Tischendorf  does  not  claim  any  other 
quotations. 

Canon  Westcott  states :  *^  In  the  few  pages  of  his 
(Basilides')  writings  which  remain  there  are  certain 
references  to  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Luke,"*  &c. 
One  might  suppose  from  this  that  the  "certain'' 
references  occurred  in  actual  extracts  made  from  his 
works,  and  that  the  quotations  therefore  appeared  set  in 
a  context  of  his  own  words.  This  impression  is 
strengthened  when  we  read  as  an  introduction  to  the 
instances  :  "  The  following  examples  wiU  be  suflSicient  to 
show  his  method  of  quotation."  *    The  fact  is,  however, 

1  On  the  C*non,  p.  256.  >  /5.,  p.  25^,  note  3. 
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that  these  examples  are  found  in  the  work  of  Hippoly tus, 
in  an  epitome  of  the  views  of  the  school  by  that  writer 
himself^  with  nothing  more  definite  than  a  subjectless 
ffyrja-C  to  indicate  who  is  referred  to.  The  only  examples 
Canon  Westcott  can  give  of  these  "  certain  references " 
to  our  first  and  third  Synoptics,  do  not  show  his 
"  method  of  quotation ''  to  much  advantage.  The  first 
is  not  a  quotation  at  all,  but  a  mere  reference  to  the 
Magi  and  the  Star.  "But  that  each  thing,  he  says 
(ifyrjaC),  has  its  own  times,  sufficient  the  Saviour  when 
he  says :  .  .  .  and  the  Magi  discerning  the  star,''^ 
&c.  This  of  course  Canon  Westcott  considers  a  reference 
to  Matt  ii.  1,  2,  but  we  need  scarcely  point  out  that  this 
falls  to  the  ground  instantly,  if  it  be  admitted,  as  it  must 
be,  that  the  Star  and  the  Magi  may  have  been  mentioned 
in  other  Gospels  than  the  first  Synoptic.  We  have  already 
seen,  when  examining  the  evidence  of  Justin,  that  this 
is  the  case.  The  only  quotation  asserted  to  be  taken  firom 
Luke  is  the  phrase  :  "  The  Holy  Spirit  shall  come  upon 
thee,  and  the  power  of  the  Highest  shall  overshadow 
thee,''^  which  agrees  with  Luke  i  35,  This  again  is 
introduced  by  Hippolytus  with  another  subjectless  "he 
says,"  and  apart  from  the  uncertainty  as  to  who  "  he  "  is, 
this  is  very  unsatisfactory  evidence  as  to  the  form  of  the 
quotation  in  the  original  text^  for  it  may  easily  have 
been  corrected  by  Hippolytus,  consciously  or  uncon- 
sciously, in  the  course  of  transfer  to  his  pages.  We  have 
already  met  with  this  passage  as  quoted  by  Justin  from 
a  Gospel  difierent  from  ours,  and  this  again  would  lead 
us  to  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews. 

*  "Oti  dc,  (f^riaiy,  €kcuttov  Ibiovs  ?X€t  lecupovs,  hcavbs  6  aciyiiip  Xeytav'  .  .  .  .  xol 
ol  fjutytn  rbv  aaripa  nBtafitvoi,    Mippolytus,  Bef.  Omn.  Hser.,  yii.  27. 

*  nvcvfui  &ytov  cfrcXcv<r€T(u   eVl   ae,  kcu  bvvofug  {nfritrrov  riTMriccao'Ci  aot, 
ffippolytua,  Bef.  Omn.  Hasr.,  Tii.  26. 
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As  we  have  already  stated,  however,  none  of  lihe 
quotations  which  we  have  considered  are  directly  referred 
to  Basilides  himself,  but  they  are  all  introduced  by  tie 
utterly  vague  expression,  "  he  says,"  (^o-t)  without  any 
subject  accompan3ring  the  verb.    Now   it  is  admitted 
that  writers  of  the  time  of  Hippolytus,  and  notably 
Hippolytus  himself,  made  use  of  the  name  of  the  founder 
of  a  sect  to  represent  the  whole  of  his  school,  and  applied 
to  him,  apparently,  quotations  taken  from  imknown  and 
later  followers.^     The  passages  which  he  cites,  therefore, 
and  which  appear  to  indicate  the  use  of  Gospels,  instead 
of  being  extracted  from  the  works  of  the  founder  himself, 
in  all  probability  were  taken  from  writings  of  Gnostics 
of  his  own  time.    Canon  Westcott  himself  admits  the 
possibility  of  this,  in  writing  of  other  early  heretics. 
He  says :  "  The  evidence  that  has  been  collected  from 
the  docmnents  of  these  primitive  sects  is   necessarily 
somewhat  vague.      It  would   be  more   satisfactory  to 
know  the  exact  position  of  their  authors,  and  the  precise 
date  of  their  being  composed     It  is  just  possible  that 
Hippolytus  made  use  of  writings  which  were  current  in 
his  own  time  without  further  examination,  and  trans- 
ferred   to    the   apostolic   age    forms   of   thought    and 
expression  which  had  been  the  growth  of  two,  or  even  of 
three  generations.''^     So  much  as  to  the  reliance  to  be 
placed  on  the  work    ascribed  to   Hippolytus,      It  is 
certain,   for   instance,   that  in  writing  of  the  sect  of 

>  Zdler,  Theol.  Jalirb.,  1853,  p.  148  ff. ;  Die  Apostelgesch.,  p.  63  f. ; 
VolJemar,  Theol.  Jalirb.,  1864,  p.  108  flf. ;  Hippolytus,  u.  d.  rom.  Zeit- 
genossto,  1865,  p.  167  ;  Der  Ursprung,  p.  70  f. ;  Schotten,  Die  alt.  Zeng- 
nisse,  p.  66  f. ;  Das  Ey.  n.  Johan.,  p.  427 ;  Bump/,  Bey.  de  Th^L,  1867, 
p.  17  flf.;  Davideon,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  388  ff. ;  HUgmfdd,  Die  Eyan- 
gelien,  p.  345  f.,  anm.  5 ;  i2euM,  Gesoh.  N.  T.,  p.  287 ;  J.  J.  Tayler,  The 
Fourth  Gospel,  1867,  p.  57. 

'  On  the  Oanon,  p.  252. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


BABIUDEa  63 

Naaseni  and  Ophites,  Hippolytus  perpetually  quotes 
passages  £ix>m  the  writings  of  the  school,  with  the 
indefinite  <^cr4^  as  he  likewise  does  in  dealing  with  the 
Peratici,*  and  Docetae,'  no  individual  author  being 
named  ;  yet  he  evidently  quotes  various  writers,  passing 
from  one  to  another  without  explanation,  and  making 
use  of  the  same  unvarying  ifyqa-L  In  one  place,*  where 
he  has  "  the  Greeks  say,"  (<f>aarw  oi  ""EXKrjPcs)  he  gives, 
without  further  indication,  a  quotation  from  Pindar/  A 
still  more  apt  instance  of  his  method  is  that  pointed  out 
by  Volkmar,^  where  Hippolytus,  writing  of  **  Marcion,  or 
some  one  of  his  hounds,"  uses,  without  further  e3q)lana- 
tion,  the  subjectiess  <fyrj(ri  to  introduce  matter  from  the 
later  followers  of  Marcion.'^  Now,  with  regard  to 
Basilides,  Hippolytus  directiy  refers  not  only  to  the 
heretic  chief,  but  also  to  his  disciple  Isidorus  and  all 
their  followers^®  (/cat  'IcriScopos  /cat  iras  o  tovtcjv  x^P^^) 
and  then  proceeds  to  use  the  indefinite  "he  says," 
interspersed  with  references  in  the  plural  to  these 
heretics,  exhibiting  the  same  careless  method  of  quota- 
tion, and  leaving  the  same  complete  uncertainty  as  to 
the  speaker's  identity  as  in  the  other  cases  mentioned.* 
On   the  other    hand,  it    has    been    demonstrated    by 

1  HippchftuB,  Bef.  Omn.  Hser.,  y.  6  ff. 

»  75.,  V.  16,  17.  »  Ih.,  viii.  9,  10.  *  Ih,  y.  7. 

^  Hippol,,  Bef.  Omn.  Hear.  ed.  Duncker  et  Schneidewin  not.  in  loo., 
p.  134  ;  Scholien,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  65  f.  ;  Zdler,  Thed.  Jahrb.,  1853, 
p.  149  f. ;  Davidwn,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  389. 

•  Theol.  Jalirb.,  1854,  p.  108  ff, ;  Der  Urspnmg,  p.  70. 

7  HippdlyiuB,  Bef.  Omn.  Heer.,  yiL  30;  SchoUen^  Die  &lt.  Zengnisse, 
p.  66. 
^  EippotytuBt  %b.,  yii.  20;  of.  22. 

*  SchoUenj  Die  alt.  Zengnisse,  p.  65 ;  VoUermr,  Der  Urspnmg,  p.  71  f., 
anm. ;  TheoL  Jahrb.,  1854,  p.  108  f. ;  Ewnpf,  Bev.  de  Th^l.,  1867, 
p.  18  f. ;  DcmcUon^  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  388 ;  ZeUer,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853, 
p.  148  ff. 
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Hilgenfeld,  that  the  gnosticism  ascribed  to  Basilides  by 
Hippolytus,  in  connection  with  these  quotations,  is  of  -a 
much  later  and  more  developed  type  than  that  which 
Basilides  himself  held,*  as  shown  in  the  actual  fragments 
of  his  own  writings  which  are  still  extant,  and  as 
reported  by  Irenaeus,^  Clement  of  Alexandria,'  and  the 
work  "Adversus  omnes  Hsereses,"  annexed  to  the 
"  Prsescriptio  heereticorum  **  of  TertuUian,  which  is 
considered  to  be  the  epitome  of  an  earlier  work  of 
Hippolytus.  The  fact  probably  is  that  Hippolytus  derived 
his  views  of  the  doctrines  of  Basilides  from  the  writings  of 
his  later  followers,  and  from  them  made  the  quotations 
which  are  attributed  to  the  founder  of  the  school.*  In  any 
case  there  is  no  ground  for  referring  these  quotations 
with  an  indefinite  tfyrfo-i  to  Basilides  himself. 

Of  all  this  there  is  not  a  word  from  Canon  Westcott^* 
but  he  ventures  to  speak  of  **  the  testimony  of  Basilides  to 
our  ^acknowledged'  books,''  as  "comprehensive  and  clear."^ 
We  have  seen,  however,  that  the  passages  referred  to 
have  no  weight  whatever  as  evidence  for  the  use  of  our 

>  Hilgenfeld,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1866,  p.  86  ff.,  786  ff.;  Die  jiid.  Apok., 
1857,  p.  287  ff. ;  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1862,  p.  452  ff.  ;  Volkmar,  Hip- 
polytus n.  d.  rom.  Zeitgenossen,  p.  167 ;  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1860, 
p.  295  ff. ;  Der  TJrsprung,  p.  70 ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Sjeugnisse,  p.  66;  Lipaiua, 
Der  Gnosticismus.  Ersch.  ti.  Gruber's  Allg.  Encyclop.,  1,  sect.  71, 
1860,  p.  90,  162  ;  Ouericke,  H*bueh  K.  G.,  i.  p.  184  ;  Zundert,  Zeitschr. 
luth.  Theol.,  1866,  h.  2,  1866,  h.  1,  3.  The  following  differ  from  the 
view  taken  by  Hilgenfeld :  Baury  Die  chr.  Kirche  3  erst.  Jahrh.,  p.  187  f. ; 
Theol.  Jahrb.,  1856,  p.  121  ff. ;  Bumen,  Hippolytus  u.  b.  Zeit.,  1852, 
i.  p.  66  ff. ;  Jacohi,  Basilides  Phil.  Gnost.  ex.  Hyppolyti  lib.  nupei- 
reperto  iUustr.,  1862;  Uhlhorn,  Das  Basilidianische  System,  u.  s.  w., 
1855. 

«  Ady.  Hear.,  i.  24.  ^       »  Stromata,  vi.  3. 

*  SchoUeny  Die  ^t.  Zeugnisse,  p.  66 ;  Volhmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  69  ff.  ; 
Rumpfy  Rev.  de  Th^ol.,  1867,  p.  18  ff. ;  Davidsony  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii. 
p.  388  ff. ;  ZelleVy  Apostelgesch.,  p.  65  f. ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  148  ff, 

*  And  very  little  from  Tischendorf. 

*  On  the  Canon,  p.  256. 
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Synoptics.  The  formulae  (as  ro  dfyqiiivov  to  that  com- 
pared with  Luke  i.  35,  and  m  yeypairrai,  ri  ypoffytj 
with  references  compared  with  some  of  the  Epistles) 
which  accompany  these  quotations,  and  to  which  Canon 
Westcott  points  as  an  indication  that  the  New  Testament 
writings  were  abready  recognized  as  Holy  Scripture,^ 
need  no  special  attention,  because,  as  it  cannot  be  shown 
that  the  expressions  were  used  by  Basilides  himself  at 
all,  they  do  not  come  into  question.  If  anything,  how- 
ever, were  required  to  complete  the  evidence  that  these 
quotations  are  not  from  the  works  of  Basilides  himself, 
but  from  later  writings  by  his  followers,  it  would  be  the 
use  of  such  formulae,  for  as  the  writings  of  pseudo- 
Ignatius,  Polycarp,  Justin  Martyr,  Papias,  Hegesippus, 
and  others  of  the  Fathers  in  several  ways  positively 
demonstrate,  the  New  Testament  writings  were  not 
admitted,  even  amongst  orthodox  Fathers,  to  the  rank  of 
Holy  Scripture,  until  a  very  much  later  period.* 


2. 
Much  of  what  has  been  said  with  regard  to  the  claim 
which  is  laid  to  Basilides,  by  some  apologists,  as  a 
witness  for  the  Gospels  and  the  existence  of  a  New 
Testament  Canon,  and  the  manner  in  which  that  claim 
is  advanced,  likewise  applies  to  Valentinus,  another 
Gnostic  leader,  who,  about  the  year  140,  came  from 
Alexandria  to  Eome  and  flourished  till  about  a.b.  160.^ 

1  On  the  Canon,  p.  256. 

«  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zengnisse,  p.  69 ;  Zdlefy  Die  Apostelgesoh.,  p.  65, 
anm.  3;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  148. 

»  Irenmuy  Adv.  Hrer.,  iii.  4,  §  3 ;  Eusehiue,  H.  E.,  iv.  11 ;  Baur,  Gesch. 
chr.  Kirche,  i.  p.  196;  Anger,  Synope.  Ev.  Proleg.,p.  xxxv. ;  Bleek,VAn\, 
N.  T.,  p.  227 ;  Credner,  Beitrftge,  i.  p.  38  i   Davickon,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii. 
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Very  little  remains  of  the  writings  of  this  Gnostic,  and 
we  gain  our  only  knowledge  of  them  from  a  few  short 
quotations  in  the  works  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,  and 
some  doubtful  fragments  preserved  by  others.  We  shall 
presently  have  occasion  to  refer  more  directly  to  these, 
and  need  not  here  more  particularly  mention  them. 

Tischendorf,  the  self-constituted  modem  Defensor  fidei,* 
asserts,  with  an  assurance  which  can  scarcely  be  cha- 
racterized otherwise  than  as  an  unpardonable  calculation 
upon  the  ignorance  of  his  readers,  that  Valentinus  used 
the  whole  of  our  four  Canonical  Gospels.  To  do  him  full 
justice,  we  shall  as  much  as  possible  give  his  own  words ; 
and,  although  we  set  aside  systematically  al)  discussion 
regarding  the  fourth  Gospel  for  separate  treatment  here- 
after, we  must,  in  order  to  convey  the  full  sense  of  Dr. 
Tischendorf's  proceeding,  commence  with  a  sentence 
regarding  that  Gospel.  Eeferring  to  a  statement  of 
Irenseus,  that  the  followers  of  Valentinus  made  use  of 
the  fourth  Gospel,  Tischendorf  continues :  "  Hippolytus 
confirms  and  completes  the  statement  of  Irenseus,  for  he 
quotes  several  expressions  of  John,  which  Valentinus 
employed.  This  occurs  in  the  clearest  way,  in  the  case 
of  John  X.  8 ;  f or  Hippolytus  writes :  Because  the 
prophets  and  the  law,  according  to  the  doctrine  of 
Valentinus,  were  only  filled  with  a  subordinate  and 
foolish  spirit,  Valentinus  says  :  On  account  of  this,  the 
Saviour  says :  All  who  came  before  me  are  thieves  and 
robbers.'''^     Now  this,  to  begin  with,  is  a  deliberate 

p.  390 ;  Quericke,  H*buch  K.  G.,  i.  p.  184;  Scholten,  Die  alt  Zeugniaee, 
p.  67 ;  BetM,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  243;  Tischendorf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  8.  w., 
p.  43 ;  Westcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  258  f. 

»  Hilgenfdd,  Zeitschr.  wise.  Theol.,  1865,  p.  329. 

'  Die  Angabe  des  Irenans  beetarkt  und  yeryoUst&ndigt  Hippolytus, 
denn  er  fiihrt  einzelne  Johanneieche  Auspprilcho  an,  welcho  Yalentiu 
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falsification  of  the  text  of  the  Philosophumena,  which 
reads  :  "Therefore  all  the  Prophets  and  the  Law  have 
spoken  by  reason  of  the  Demiurge,  a  foolish  God,  he 
says,  (they  themselves  being)  foolish,  knowing  nothing. 
On  this  account,  he  says,  the  Saviour  saith :  All  who 
came  before  me,"  &c.  &c.^  There  is  no  mention  what- 
ever of  the  name  of  Valentinus  in  the  passage,  and, 
as  we  shall  presently  show,  there  is  no  direct  reference 
in  the  whole  chapter  to  Valentinus  himself.  The  intro- 
duction of  his  name  in  this  manner  into  the  text,  without 
a  word  of  explanation,  is  highly  reprehensible.  It  is  true 
that  in  a  note  Tischendorf  gives  a  closer  translation  of 
the  passage,  without,  however,  any  explanation  ;  and  here 
again  he  adds,  in  parenthesis  to  the  **says  he,"  "namely, 
Valentinus."  Such  a  note,  however,  which  would 
probably  be  unread  by  a  majority  of  readers,  does  not 
rectify  the  impression  conveyed  by  so  positive  and 
emphatic  an  assertion  as  is  conveyed  by  the  alteration 
in  the  text 

Tischendorf  continues :  "And  as  the  Gospel  of  John, 
so  also  were  the  other  Gospels  used  by  Valentinus. 
According  to  the  statement  of  Irenseus  (I.  7,  §  4),  he 
found  the  said  subordinate  spirit,  which  he  calls  Demiurge, 
Masterworker,  emblematically  represented  by  the  Centurion 
of  Capernaum  (Matt,  viii  9,  Luke  vii.  8) ;  in  the  dead 
and   resuscitated  twelve  years  old   daughter  of  Jairus 

benutzt  hat.  Am  deatlichsten  geschieht  dies  mit  Joh.  z.  8 ;  denn  Hip- 
poly  tus  schreibt :  Weil  die  Fropheten  und  das  Gesetz,  naoh  Yalentins 
Lehre,  nur  von  einem  ontergeordneten  und  thorichten  GFeiste  erMt  waren, 
fio  sagt  Valentin :  Eben  deshalb  spricht  der  Erloser :  Alle  die  yor  mir 
gekommen  sind,  sind  Diebe  und  Morder  gewesen."  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w., 
p.  44. 

'  Uavrts  oZv  ol  irpo<l)TJTai  Koi  6  v6fios  ekakria'ap  air^  rot)  dtffuovpyovt  fuopov 
Xc/€i  0€OVi  fJMpol  ovdcy  ciddrcff.  Au^  rovrot  (f>rja'i,  \€yti  6  trwrrfp'  Ilayrcr,  k,t,K 
Jlijppolytus,  Bef.  Omn.  Hear.,  Ti.  3d. 
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(Luke  viii.  41),  he  recognized  a  Eymbol  of  his  *  Wisdom' 
(Achamoth),  the  mother  of  the  Masterworker  (I.  8,  §  2); 
in  like  manner,  he  saw  represented  in  the  history  of  the 
woman  who  had  suffered  twelve  years  from  the  bloody 
issue,  and  was  cured  by  the  Lord  (Matt  ix.  20),  the 
sufferings  and  salvation  of  liis  twelfth  primitive 
spirit  (Aeon)  (I.  3,  §  3) ;  the  expression  of  the  Lord 
(Matt.  V.  18)  on  the  numerical  value  of  the  iota  (*the 
smallest  letter ')  he  applied  to  his  ten  aeons  in  repose."  * 
Now,  in  every  instance  where  Tischendorf  here  speaks 
of  Valentinus  by  the  singular  "  he,"  Trenaeus  uses  the 
plural  "  they,"  referring  not  to  the  original  founder  of 
the  sect,  but  to  his  followers  in  his  own  day,  and  the 
text  is  thus  again  in  every  instance  falsified  by  the  pious 
zeal  of  the  apologist.  In  the  case  of  the  Centurion  : 
"  they  say  "  (Xeyovcrt)  that  he  is  the  Demiurge  ;^  "  they 
declare  "  {^Lrjyovvrau)  that  the  daughter  of  Jairus  is  the 
tjrpe  of  Achamoth  ;'  "  they  say "  (Xeyovo-t)  that  the 
apostasy  of  Judas  points  to  the  passion  in  connection  with 
the  twelfth  aeon,  and  also  the  fact  that  Jesus  suffered  in 
the  twelfth  month  after  his  baptism  ;  for  they  will  have 
it  ifiovKovrai)  that  he  only  preached  for  one  year.  The 
case  of  the  woman  with  the  bloody  issue  for  twelve  years, 
and  the  power  which  went  forth  from  the  Son  to  heal 
her,  "  they  will  have  to  be  Horos"  (etmt  Sc  roun^  rw 
^Opov  dekovawy  In  like  manner  they  assert  that  the 
ten  aeons  are  indicated  {(rrjixaCvea-dcu  Xeyovo-t)  by  the 
letter  "Iota,"  mentioned  in  the  Saviour's  expression, 
Matt.  V.  18.*  At  the  end  of  these  and  numerous  other 
similar  references  in  this  chapter  to  New  Testament 


I  Wann  wurden,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  44  f. 

s  lren<BU8,  Adv.  Haer.,  i.  7,  §  4.  *  Jb^  i.  3.  $  8 

»  /5.,i.  8,  §2.  »  /&.,!.  8,  §2. 
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expressions  and  passages,  IrensBus  says:  "Thus  they 
interpret/'  &c.  (ipixrfvevova-ip  elfyfjadiu).^  The  plural 
"  they  "  is  employed  throughout. 

Tischendorf  proceeds  to  give  the  answer  to  his  state- 
ment which  is  supposed  to  be  made  by  objectors.  **They 
say :  all  that  has  reference  to  the  Gospel  of  John  was 
not  advanced  by  Valentinus  himself,  but  first  by  his 
disciplea  And  in  fact,  in  Irenseus,  *  they — the  Valen- 
tinians — say,'  occurs  much  oftener  than  *  he — ^Valentinus 
— says.'  But  who  is  there  so  sapient  as  to  draw  the  line 
between  what  the  master  alone  says,  and  that  which  the 
disciples  state  without  in  the  least  repeating  the 
master  V'^  Tischendorf  solves  the  difficulty  by  referring 
everything  indiscriminately  to  the  master.  Now,  in  reply 
to  these  observations,  we  must  remark  in  the  first  place 
that  the  admission  here  made  by  Tischendorf,  that 
IrensBus  much  more  often  uses  "  they  say "  than  "he 
says  "  is  stiU  quite  disingenuous,  inasmuch  as  invariably, 
and  without  exception,  Irenaeus  uses  the  plural  in  con- 
nection with  the  texts  in  question.  Secondly,  it  is  quite 
preposterous  to  argue  that  a  Gnostic,  writing  about  a.d. 
185 — 195,  was  not  likely  to  use  arguments  which  were 
never  thought  of  by  a  Gnostic,  writing  at  the  middle  of 
the  second  century.  At  the  end  of  the  century,  the 
writings  of  the  New  Testament  had  acquired  considera- 
tion and  authority,  and  Gnostic  writers  had  therefore  a 
reason  to  refer  to  them,  and  to  endeavour  to  show  that 
they  supported  their  peculiar  views,  which  did  not  exist 
at  all  at  the  time  when  Valentinus  propounded  his 
system.  Tischendorf,  however,  cannot  be  allowed  the 
benefit  even  of  such  a  doubt  as  he  insinuates,  as  to  what 
belongs  to  the  master,  and  what  to  the  followers.     Such 

1  Irenacm,  Adv.  Hcor.,  i.  3,  §  4.  -  Wann  wurcL^n,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  45. 
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doubtful  testimony  could  not  establish  anything,  but  it  is 
in  point  of  fact  also  totally  excluded  by  the  statement  of 
Irenseus  himself. 

In  the  preface  to  the  first  book  of  his  great  work, 
Irenseus  clearly  states  the  motives  and  objects  for  which 
he  writes.  He  says:  "I  have  considered  it  necessary, 
having  read  the  commentaries  (virofu^fUMrt)  of  the 
disciples  of  Valentinics,  as  they  call  themselves,  and 
having  by  personal  intercourse  with  some  of  them 
apprehended  their  opinions,  to  unfold  to  thee,''  &c.,  and 
he  goes  on  to  say  that  he  intends  to  set  forth  "the 
opinions  of  those  who  are  now  teaching  heresy ;  I  speak 
particularly  of  those  round  Ptolemseus,  whose  system  is 
an  oflF-shoot  of  the  school  of  Valentinus."  ^  Nothing 
could  be  more  explicit  than  this  statement  that  Irenseus 
neither  intended  nor  pretended  to  write  upon  the  works 
of  Valentinus  himself,  but  upon  the  commentaries  of  his 
followers  of  his  own  time,  with  some  of  whom  he  had 
had  personal  intercourse,  and  that  the  system  which  he 
intended  to  attack  was  that  actually  being  taught  in  his 
day  by  Ptolemseus  and  his  school,  the  off-shoot  from 
Valentinus.  All  the  quotations  to  which  Tischendorf 
refers  are  made  within  a  few  pages  of  this  explicit 
declaration.  Immediately  after  the  passage  about  the 
Centurion,  he  says:  "such  is  their  system"  (rotavnys 
8^  T^s  v7rod€(r€(os  avTciv  events),  and  three  lines  below 
he  states  that  they  derive  their  views  from  unwritten 
sources  (cf  aypd(f>o)P  ai/aywdxTKovrei)?    The  first  direct 

^  .  .  .  avayKOiov  ^yTicafirip,  ivTvx<^v  rots  vjrofunjfiaa'i  r&p,  as  avrol  Xryovciyy 
OvoXciTtvov  luxSrfr&v,  iviois  dc  avr&v  ical  <n;/i/3aXo»v,  koI  KoraXafidfitvof  rrfp 
yv&yaiv  ovrcoy,  firivwrcii  aWf  k,t,\,  .  .  .  lijv  re  yywfirpf  avr&v  t&p  in/w  frc^Midi- 
dao'K&vTaPf  Xcy»  d^  rS>p  irfpl  nroXcfuxiby,  oTravBia'fia  aZouv  r^r  Ovaktwufov 
(TxoX^ff,  ICT.X.    IrenceuiBy  Adv.  Hser.  Pr»f.,  i  §  2. 

»  i^.,  Ady.  Hflor.,  i.  8,  §1. 
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reference  to  Valentinus  does  not  occur  until  after  these 
quotations,  and  is  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
variation  of  opinion  of  his  followers.  He  says :  "  Let  us 
now  see  the  uncertain  opinions  of  these  heretics,  for 
there  are  two  or  three  of  them,  how  they  do  not  speak 
alike  of  the  same  things,  but  set  forth  diflferently,  both 
statements  and  names/'  Then  he  continues  :  "  The  first 
of  the  Gnostic  heresy,  who  adapted  ancient  doctrines  to 
his  characteristic  teaching,  Valentinus,  thus  defined,'^  &c., 
&c.^  And  after  a  brief  description  of  his  system,  in 
which  no  Scriptural  allusion  occurs,  he  goes  on  to 
compare  the  views  of  the  rest,  and  in  chap,  xii  he  returns 
to  Ptolemseus  and  his  followers  (*0  UroXefiaios,  koI  ol 
crifP  avT^y  k.tX.), 

In  the  preface  to  Book  ii,  he  again  says  that  he  has 
been  exposing  the  falsity  of  the  followers  of  Valentinus 
(qui  sunt  a  Valentino)  and  will  proceed  to  establish  what 
he  has  advanced;  and  everywhere  he  uses  the  plural 
"  they,"  with  occasional  direct  references  to  the  followers 
of  Valentinus  (qui  sunt  a  Valentino).^  The  same  course 
is  adopted  in  Book  iii.,  the  plural  being  systematically 
used,  and  the  same  distinct  definition  introduced  at 
intervals.'  And  again,  in  the  preface  to  Book  iv.  he 
recapitulates  that  the  preceding  books  had  been  written 
against  these,  "  qui  sunt  a  Valentino ''  (§  2).  In  fact^  it 
would  almost  be  impossible  for  any  writer  more  fre- 

*  *I^/i€v  vvv  K€Li  rffv  rovraav  aaraerov  yp&firjv,  dvo  nov  Ka\  rpuoy  Uprap,  Trms 
vepH  r&v  avT&p  ov  rh  (tvrii  Xeyova-iv,  aXXh  rois  vpayfuuri  ical  roU  6p6fuurty 
ivanTta  amxjxiipovTai,.  *0  fiev  yhp  irp&ros  ajr6  Trjs  Xfyofityrfs  TvwrTLKrjs  alpio'tm 
rhs  dpx^s  (is  tdiov  x'H^^'^^P*^  dibcuricaXdov  fi€$apfi6a'as  OvoXcmvor,  ovrtus 
i^potp6prf<r€Vf  <cr.X.    IrerKKus,  Adv.  Heer.,  i.  11,  §  1. 

'  As,  for  instance,  ii.  16,  §  4. 

>  For  instance,  ^'Secnndam  antem  eos  qui  sunt  a  Valentino,"  iii.  11, 
§2.  "Secundum  autemiUos,"§  3;  "ab  omnibusillos,"  5  3.  "Hiautem 
qui  sunt  a  Valentino,"  &c.,  f  7,  ih,  §  9,  Ac.  &o. 
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quently  and  emphatically  to  show  that  he  is  not,  aa  he 
began  by  declaring,  dealing  with  the  founder  of  the  school 
himself,  but  with  his  followers  living  and  teaching  at  the 
time  at  which  he  wrot^. 

Canon  Westcott,  with  whose  system  of  positively 
enunciating  unsupported  and  controverted  statements 
we  are  already  acquainted,  is  only  slightly  outstripped 
by  the  Grerman  apologist  in  his  misrepresentation  of  the 
evidence  of  Valentinus.  It  must  be  stated,  however, 
that,  acknowledging,  as  no  doubt  he  does,  that  Irenseus 
never  refers  to  Valentinus  himself.  Canon  Westcott  passes 
over  in  complete  silence  the  supposed  references  upon 
which  Tischendorf  relies  as  his  only  evidence  for  the  use 
of  the  Synoptics  by  that  Gnostic.  He,  however,  makes 
the  following  extraordinary  statement  regarding  Valen- 
tinus :  **The  fragments  of  his  writings  which  remain 
show  the  same  natural  and  trustful  use  of  Scripture  as 
other  Christian  works  of  the  same  period ;  and  there  is 
no  diversity  of  character  in  this  respect  between  the 
quotations  given  in  Hippolytus  and  those  found  in 
Clement  of  Alexandria.  He  cites  the  Epistle  to  the 
Ephesians  as  *  Scripture,'  and  refers  clearly  to  the  Gospels 
of  St  Matthew,  St.  Luke,  and  St.  John,  to  the  Epistles 
to  the  Romans,"^  &c. 

We  shall  now  give  the  passages  which  he  points  out 
in  support  of  these  assertions.^  The  first  two  are  said  to 
occur  in  the  Stromata  of  the  Alexandrian  Clement,  who 
professes  to  quote  the  very  words  of  a  letter  of  Valen- 
tinus to  certain  people  regarding  the  passions,  which  arc 
called  by  the  followers  of  Basilides  "  the  appendages  of 
the  soul."    The  passage  is  as  follows  :  "  But  one  is  good, 

1  On  the  Canon,  p.  259  f. 
«  iZ>.,  p.  260,  note  2. 
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whose  advent  is  through  the  manifestation  of  the  Son, 
and  by  whose  power  alone  the  heart  can  become  pure, 
every  spirit  of  evil  being  expelled  from  the  heart.  For 
the  number  of  spirits  dwelling  in  it  do  not  allow  it  to  be 
pure,  but  each  of  them  performs  its  own  works,  often 
insulting  it  with  unseemly  lusts.  And  the  heart  appears 
to  be  treated  like  an  inn.  For  such  a  place  has  both 
rents  and  holes  made  in  it,  and  is  frequently  filled 
with  ordure,  men  abiding  brutally  in  it,  and  having  no 
thought  for  the  place  even  as  established  for  others. 
And  in  such  wise  fares  the  heart,  while  without  thought, 
being  impure,  and  the  dwelling-place  of  many  demons, 
but  so  soon  as  the  alone  good  Father  visits  it,  it  is 
sanctified  and  flashes  through  with  light,  and  the  pos- 
sessor of  such  a  heart  is  blessed,  for  he  shall  see  God/'  ^ 
According  to  Canon  Westcott  this  passage  contains  two 
of  the  "clear  references''  to  our  Gospels  upon  which 
he  bases  his  statement,  namely  to  Matt.  v.  8,  and  to 
Matt.  xix.  17. 

Now  it  is  clear  that  there  is  no  actual  quotation  from 
any  evangelical  work  in  this  passage  from  the  Epistle 
of  Valentinus,  and  the  utmost  for  which  the  most 
zealous  apologist  could  contend  is,  that  there  is  a  slight 
similarity  with  some  words  in  the  Gospel,  and  Canon 

*  E&  dc  ioTw  ayaBbs,  ov  irappri^iq.  {Orahe — SpidL  Patr.  ii.  p.  52 — suggests 
ira^iovo'^'wliich  we  adopt.)  ^  dia  toO  vlov  <l>ap€pct><nSf  koi  di'  avrov  fUpov 
dvpoiro  iof  11  KOpiia  KaBaph  ytviaBai  iramrhs  vovrjpov  nvevfwrog  €^mSovfi€Vov  lijs 
Kopdias,  iroXXa  ycip  ivoucovpra  airr^  Tryevfwra  oIk  iq.  KoBaprvtiVy  €Ka<TTop  dc 
ahr&v  TO.  Idui  fjcrcXet  cpya  iroXkax^s  €VvPpi(6vTfiiV  ewiBvpUus  oh  irpo(ji]Kova'ais, 
Koi  fjMi  doK€i  Sfiot6v  Ti  wdax^uf  r^  irtivdoxfi^  ^  KaphLar  xaX  yap  ckccvo 
KaraxtTparai  rt  Ka\  dpvrrercu  koI  iroXkoKis  K^trpov  irifiirXarai  oofOp^nndv  aa'€\ym 
€pfi€v6pTa>v  Kcu  fiffii  fiiay  'frp6poiap  votovfA€V<av  rov  xa>piov,  KaBdirtp  oKkorpiov 
KoBforStTos*  r6v  rp^trop  tovtop  koi  ^  Kapdla  fi^xP^  p-fj  wpopolas  Txr/xopfh  axoBap' 
Tos  o^cOf  iroKk&p  oZcct,  ^kup^p<ap  otiajfrriptoPy  iirtiJbhf  bk  eTTurKtijnjTai  aMfP  6 
Ii6pos  ayaB^  vanip^  fjylaareu  icai  (fxarl  dtoXoft^ci,  xal  oura>  ftoKoplCmi  6  tx<iO>p 
rrfp  rouamip  mp^lav,  &n  ^(^rcr<u  t6p  B^p.     Clem,  Ah,  Strom,,  ii.  20,  §  114, 
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Westcott  himself  does  not  venture  to  call  them  more 
than  "  references."  That  such  distant  coincidences  should 
be  quoted  as  the  only  evidence  for  the  use  of  the  first 
Grospel  shows  how  weak  is  his  case.  At  best  such  vague 
references  could  not  prove  anything,  but  when  the 
passages  to  which  reference  is  supposed  to  be  made  are 
examined,  it  will  be  apparent  that  nothing  could  be  more 
absurd  or  arbitrary  than  the  claim  of  reference  specially 
to  our  Gospel,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other  Gospels  then 
existing,  which  to  our  knowledge  contained  both  pas- 
sagea  We  may,  indeed,  go  still  further,  and  aflton 
that  if  these  coincidences  are  references  to  any  Gospel 
at  all,  that  Gospel  is  not  the  canonical,  but  one  different 
from  it 

The  first  reference  alluded  to  consists  of  the  following 
two  phrases :  "  But  one  is  good  {eh  Sc  coriv  aya^o$). 

.  .  .  the  alone  good  Father "  (o  /xwo9  dyaOo^ 
Trarrip).  This  is  compared  with  Matt.  xix.  17  :  ^  "  Why 
askest  thou  me  concerning  good  ?  there  is  one  that  is 
good  •''  (cts  icTTLv  6  ayaOoi).^  Now  the  passage  in  tlie 
epistle,  if  a  reference  to  any  parallel  episode,  such  as 
Matt.  xix.  17,  indicates  with  certainty  the  reading  : 
"  One  is  good,  the  Father."  cts  lariv  ayaOos  6  Trarrfp. 
There  is  no  such  reading  in  any  of  our  Gospels.  But 
although  this  reading  does  not  exist  in  any  of  the 
Canonical  Gospels,  it  is  well  known  that  it  did  exist  in 
uncanonical  Gospels  no  longer  extant^  and  that  the 
passage  was  one  upon  which  various  sects  of  so-called 
heretics  laid  great  stress.     Irenseus  quotes  it  as  one  of 

*  Westcott^  On  the  Canon,  p.  260,  note  2.   . 

s  Mark  x.  18,  and  Luke  xriii.  18,  are  linguistically  more  distant. 
**  Why  callest  thou  me  good  P  There  is  none  good  but  God  only."    ov^€\9 
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the  texts  to  which  the  Maxcosians,  who  made  use  of 
apocrjrphal  Gospels,^  and  notably  of  the  Gospel  accord- 
ing to  the  Hebrews,  gave  a  different  colouring  :  eh  icrriv 
dyaOos,  6  irarrip.^  Epiphanius  also  quotes  this  reading 
as  one  of  the  variations  of  the  Marcionites :  cIs  corti/ 
dyaJBo^y  o  ^€09,  6  irarrip?  Origen,  likewise,  remarks  that 
this  passage  is  misused  by  some  Heretics :  "  Velut 
proprie  sibi  datum  scutum  putant  (hseretici)  quod  dixit 
Dominus  in  EvangeUo :  Nemo  bonus  nisi  unus  Deus 
pater."*  Justin  Martyr  quotes  the  same  reading  from  a 
source  different  from  our  Grospels,*  cfs  coriv  aya^os  o 
TTwnjp  [lovy  k.tX,^  and  in  agreement  with  the  repeated 
similar  readings  of  the  Clementine  Homilies,  which 
likewise  derived  it  from  an  extra  canonical  source,^ 
o  yap  dyaOo^  eh  earw,  6  varrfp^  The  use  of  a?  similar 
expression  by  Clement  of  Alexandria,*  as  well  as  by 
Origen,  only  serves  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  reading 
in  extinct  Gospels,  although  it  is  not  found  in  any  MS. 
of  any  of  our  Gospels. 

The  second  of  the  supposed  references  is  more  diffuse : 
One  is  good  by  whose  power  alone  the  heart  can  become 
pure  (17  KopBCa  KaOapd  yeviaOai)  •  .  .  but  when 
the  alone  good  Father  visits  it,  it  is  sanctified  and  flashes 
through  with  hght,  and  the  possessor  of  such  a  heart  is 
blessed,  for  he  shall .  see  God  (ical  ovT<a  fiaKapC^erai  6 
€x<av  rrjp  TOLavTrfv  Kaphiav,  art  ot/rcrat  tov  deov).     This  is 

»  Adv.  Hser.,  i.  20,  §  1.  «  Ih,,  i.  20,  5  2. 

'  EpipJianius,  Hser.,  xlii. ;  Schol.  L.  ed.  Pet.,  p.  339. 

•  De  PrincipiiB,  i.  2,  §  13 ;  cf.  de  Oitit.,  16 ;  Exhort,  ad  Mart.,  7 ;  Oontiu 
Cels.,  V.  11 ;  cf.  Orieshach,  Symb.  Grit.,  ii.  p.  305,  349,  388. 

»  Hilg^enfeld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  220  ff. ;  Credner,  BeitrSge,  L 
p.  243  flf.  •  ApoL,  i.  16. 

7  Hilgenf eld,  Die  Evr.  Justin's,  p.  362  f. ;  fh-edner,  BeitriLge,  i.  p.  321. 

•  Horn.,  xviii.  1 ;  3. 

•  ovbtis  dyoBbfj  (I  fi^  6  varfip  fiov,  /c.r.X.  Psedag^,  i.  8,  §  72,  cf.  §  74  ;  lU 
ayaBos  6  irarrfp.    Stroma,  Y-  10,  §  64. 

vol-  II.  ,  ^*^^r^^r^ 
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compared  *  with  Matthew  v.  8  :  "  Blessed  are  the  pure 
in  heart,  for  they  shall  see  Grod  "  {iMKopioi  ot  Kadapol  ry 
KopSuji,,  art  avrol  tov  Oeov  o^ovTai).  It  might  be  argued 
that  this  is  quite  as  much  a  reference  to  Psalm  xxiv.  3-6 
as  to  Matt.  v.  8,  but  even  if  treated  as  a  reference  to 
the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  nothing  is  more  certain  than 
the  fact  that  this  discourse  had  its  place  in  much  older 
forms  of  the  Gospel  than  our  present  Canonical  Gospels,' 
and  that  it  formed  part  of  the  Gospel  according  to  the 
Hebrews  and  other  evangelical  writings  in  circulation  in 
the  early  Church.  Such  a  reference  as  this  is  absolutely 
worthless  as  evidence  of  special  acquaintance  with  our 
first  Synoptic.' 

Tischendorf  does  not  appeal  at  all  to  these  supposed 
references  contained  in  the  passages  preserved  by 
Clement,  but  both  the  German,  and  the  English  apologist 
join  in  relying  upon  the  testimony  of  Hippolytus,*  with 
regard  to  the  use  of  the  Gospels  by  Valentinus,  although 
it  must  be  admitted  that  the  former  does  so  with  greater 
fairness  of  treatment  than  Canon  Westcott.  Tischendorf 
does  refer  to,  and  admit,  some  of  the  difficulties  of  the 
case,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  whilst  Canon  Westcott,  as 
in  the  case  of  Basilides,  boldly  makes  his  assertion,  and 
totally  ignores    all    adverse    facts.      The    only  Gospel 

>   Westcott,  On  the  Cauon,  p.  260,  noto  2. 

'  Ewald  assigns  it  to  the  Spruchsaminlung.     Die  drei  erst.  Ew.,  p.  7. 

•  The  supposed  reference  to  the  Ep.  to  the  Romans  L  20 ;  cf.  Clem.ALy 
Strom.,  iy.  13,  §  91,  92,  is  much  more  distant  than  either  of  the  pre- 
ceding. It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  discuss  it,  but  as  Canon  West- 
cott merely  gives  references  to  all  of  the  passages  without  quoting  any  of 
the  words,  a  good  strong  assertion  becomes  a  powerful  argument,  since 
few  readers  have  the  means  of  yerifying  its  correctness. 

*  By  a  misprint  Canon  Westcott  ascribes  all  his  references  of  Valen- 
tinus to  the  N.  T.,  except  three,  to  the  extracts  from  his  writings  in  the 

*  Stromata  of  Clement,  although  he  should  have  indicated  the  work  of 
Hippolytus.    Cf.  On  the  Canon,  1866,  p.  260,  note  2. 
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reference  which  can  be  adduced  even  in  the  Philoso- 
phumena,  exclusive  of  one  asserted  to  be  to  the  fourth 
Gospel,  which  will  be  separately  considered  hereafter,  is 
advanced  by  Canon  Westcott,  for  Tischendorf  does  not 
refer  to  it^  but  confines  himself  solely  to  the  supposed 
reference  to  the  fourth  Gospel.  The  passage  is  the  same 
as  one  also  imputed  to  Basilides :  **  The  Holy  Spirit 
shall  come  upon  thee  and  the  power  of  the  Highest 
shall  overshadow  thee ; "  which  happens  to  agree  with  the 
words  in  Luke  i  35 ;  but^  as  we  have  seen  in  connection 
with  Justin,  there  is  good  reason  for  concluding  that  the 
narrative  to  which  it  belongs  was  contained  in  other 
Gospels.^  In  this  instance,  however,  the  quotation  is 
carried  further  and  presents  an  important  variation  from 
the  text  of  Luke.  "  The  Holy  Spirit  shall  come  upon 
thee,  and  the  power  of  the  Highest  shall  overshadow 
thee ;  therefore  the  thing  begotten  of  thee  shall  be  called 
holy"*  (8to  TO  yan/cofieifov  Ik  ktov  ayiov  Kkyjdija-erai).  The 
reading  of  Luke  is:  "Therefore  also  that  holy  thing 
which  shall  be  born  of  thee  shall  be  called  the  Son  of 
God  "  (8to  Kai  TO  y€wco/i€i/oi/  dytov  KkrjOija-eraL  vto9  deov). 
It  is  probable  that  the  passage  referred  to  in  connection 
with  the  followers  of  Basilides  may  have  ended  in  the 
same  way  as  this,  and  been  derived  from  the  same  source. 
Nothing,  however,  can  be  clearer  than  the  fact  that  this 
quotation,  by  whoever  made,  is  not  taken  from  our  third 
Synoptic,  inasmuch  as  there  does  not  exist  a  single  MS. 
which  contains  such  a  passage.  We  again,  however. 
Come  to  the  question :  Who  really  made  the  quotations 
which  Hippolytus  introduces  so  indefinitely  ? 

We  have  already,  in  speaking  of  Basilides,  pointed  out 

*  Cf.  Hilgen/eld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  141  ff, 
'  HippvlytuSy  Adv.  Hior.,  vi.  35. 
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the  loose  maimer  in  which  Hippolytus  and  other  early 
writers,  in  dealing  with  diflFerent  schools  of  heretics, 
indiflferently  quote  the  founder  or  his  followers  without 
indicating  the  precise  person  quoted.  This  practice  is 
particularly  apparent  in  the  work  of  Hippolytus  when 
the  followers  of  Valentinus  are  in  question.  TiBchendorf 
himself  is  obliged  to  admit  this.  He  says :  "  Even  though 
it  be  also  incontestable  that  the  author  (Hippoljinis)  does 
not  always  sharply  distinguish  between  the  sect  and  the 
founder  of  the  sect,  does  this  apply  to  the  present 
case  ?  "*  He  denies  that  it  does  in  the  instance  to  which 
he  refers,  but  he  admits  the  general  fact.  In  the  same 
way  another  apologist  of  the  fourth  Gospel  (and  as  the 
use  of  that  Gospel  is  maintained  in  consequence  of  a 
quotation  in  the  very  same  chapter  as  we  are  now  con- 
sidering, only  a  few  lines  higher  up,  both  third  and 
fourth  are  in  the  same  position)  is  forced  to  admit: 
'*  The  use  of  the  Gospel  of  John  by  Valentinus  cannot 
so  certainly  be  proved  from  our  refiitation-writing 
(the  work  of  Hippolytus).  Certainly  in  the  statement 
of  these  doctrines  it  gives  abstracts,  which  contain  an 
expression  of  John  (x.  8),  and  there  cannot  be  any  doubt 
that  this  is  taken  from  some  writing  of  the  sect  But  the 
apologist,  in  his  expressions  r^arding  the  Valentinian 
doctrines,  does  not  seem  to  confine  himself  to  one 
and  the  same  work,  but  to  have  alternately  made  use  of 
different  writings  of  the  school,  for  which  reason  we 
cannot  say  anything  as  to  the  age  of  this  quotation,  and 
from  this  testimony,  therefore,  we  merely  have  further 
confirmation  that  the  Gospel  was  early^  (?)  used  in  the 

^  Wenn  nun  auch  nnbeetreitbar  ist,  dass  der  Yerfasser  nicht  immer 
strong  zwischen  der  Sekte  sondert  und  dem  UrHeber  der  Sekte,  findet  dies 
auf  den  yorliegenden  FaU  Anwendung  ?    Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  46. 

^  Why  *'  early  "  P  since  Hippolytus  writes  about  a.d.  225. 
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School  of  the  Valentinians/'*  &c.  Of  all  this  not  a  word 
from  Canon  Westcott,  who  adheres  to  his  system  of 
bare  assertion. 

Now  we  have  already  quoted  ^  the  opening  sentence 
of  Book  vi  35,  of  the  work  ascribed  to  Hippolytus,  in 
which  the  quotation  from  John  x.  8,  referred  to  above 
occurs,  and  ten  lines  farther  on,  with  another  inter- 
mediate and  equally  indefinite  "he  says"  (^<ri),  occurs 
the  supposed  quotation  from  Luke  i.  35,  which,  equally 
with  that  from  the  fourth  Gospel,  must,  according  to 
Weizsacker,  be  abandoned  as  a  quotation  which  can 
fairly  be  ascribed  to  Valentinus  himself,  whose  name  is 
not  once  mentioned  in  the  whole  chapter.  A  few  lines 
below  the  quotation,  however,  a  passage  occurs  which 
throws  much  light  upon  the  question.  After  explaining 
the  views  of  the  Valentinians  regarding  the  verse :  "  The 
Holy  Ghost  shall  come  upon  thee,'*  Sec.,  the  writer  thus 
proceeds :  "  Regarding  this  there  is  among  them  (avroJj ) 
a  great  question,  a  cause  both  of  schism  and  dissension. 
And  hence  their  (avr&v)  doctrine  has  become  divided, 
and  the  one  doctrine  according  to  them  (#car  avrovs)  is 
called  Eastern  (oi/aroXt/o;)  and  the  other  Italian.  They 
from  Italy,  of  whom  is  Heracleon  and  Ptolemseus, 
say  (^curi)  that  the  body  of  Jesus  was  animal,  and  on 
account  of  this,  on  the  occasion  of  the  baptism,  the  Holy 
Spirit  like  a  dove  came  down — ^that  is,  the  Logos  from 
the  Mother  above,  Sophia — and  became  joined  to  the 
animal,  and  raised  him  from  the  dead.  This,  he  says 
[^frria'C)  is  the  declaration  (ro  elpyjiiii/ov)/' — ^and  here 
be  it  observed  we  come  to  another  of  the  "  clear  refer- 
ences "  which  Canon  Westcott  ventures,  deliberately  and 

»  Weizsacker,  Unters.  tib.  d.  ovang.  Gesch.,  1864,  p.  234. 
»  Vol.  ii.  p.  57,  **  Therefore  all  the  Prophets,"  &c. 
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without  a  word  of  doubt,  to  attribute  to  Valentinus 
himself,^ — "  This,  he  says,  is  the  declaration  :  *  He  who 
raised  Christ  from  the  dead  shall  also  quicken  your 
mortal  bodies,'*  indeed  animal  For  the  earth  has 
come  under  a  curse  :  *  For  dust,  he  says  (<^<rt)  thou  art 
and  unto  dust  shalt  thou  return/'  On  the  other  hand, 
those  from  the  East  (ot  S*  aS  avb  rrj^  oj/aroX'^s),  of  whom 
is  Axionicus  and  Bardesanes,  say  (Xeyovcriv)  that  the 
body  of  the  Saviour  was  spiritual,  for  the  Holy  Spirit 
came  upon  Mary,  that  is  the  Sophia  and  the  power  of 
the  Highest,"*  &c. 

In  this  passage  we  have  a  good  illustration  of  the 
mode  in  which  the  writer  introduces  his  quotations  with 
the  subjectless  "he  says."  Here  he  is  conveying  the 
divergent  opinions  of  the  two  parties  of  Valentinians,  and 
explaining  the  peculiar  doctrines  of  the  Italian  school 
*'of  whom  is  Heracleon  and  Ptolemseus,"  and  he  sud- 
denly departs  from  the  plural  "they"  to  quote  the 
passage  from. Romans  viii.  11,  in  support  of  their  views 
with  the  singular  "he  says."  Nothing  can  be  more 
obvious  than  that  "  he "  cannot  possibly  be  Valentinus 
himself,  for  the  schism  is  represented  as  taking  place 

>  On  the  Canon,  p.  260. 

»  Of.  Bom.  viii  11.  »  Of.  Gen.  iii.  19. 

*  Utpl  TovTov  Chrr^Kris  fitydkff  iaripavrois  Ktii  (rxia'fi6T<ov  Koi  hia(^pas  d<f>opfArj. 
Kai  yfyovcp  ^vt€v$€V  fj  diBacKoXia  avrS>v  dijjprjfUvrjy  koi  fcaXeircu  ^  fA€P  oparoXucri 
Tis  didaa-KoKia  kqt  axfTovSf  ^  dc  *IraXia>rt#e^.  02  ficv  drrb  ttJ£  *IraAtaff,  S»v  iarlv 
'KpoKktoDV  Koi  IlToXcfiator,  ^;(t«c($v  f^xurt  t6  (rmfia  tov  'Irjcov  ye/ovevm,  icat  bth 
Tovro  cTTt  TOV  ficmrlo'fiaTOf  t6  irvfvfxa  ox  7r€pi<rr€pa  KaT€\ri\v$€f  tovtcotip  6  \6yos 
6  TTJ£  fiTfrp6s  ovcdScp  TTJs  a'o<f>iaSi  kclI  ytyovt  r^  ^;((ic^,  Koi  ryrjy€pK€V  avrhv  €K 
vtKpSiV,  Tovro  €0t/,  (^i/o-i,  rh  €lprjfi€vov*  *0  eytipas  Xpiarhp  €k  v€Kpa>Vf  (caojrotria'd 
Kal  rh  Bvrfrh  trafiara  vpMV,  iJToi,  ^;^uca.  *0  ^ovy  yap  xmh  Korapop  cXi^Xv^c. 
r^  yiip,  <f>rja'ip,  cj  Koi  €h  yrjv  ottcXcvo^.  Ot  d*ad  dir^  rrjs  dvaroXfjs  Xeyovo'tv,  Suf 
cotIi/  *A(t6viKOS  Kal  'Apdrjaidvrjs,  art  irvevpMriKbv  ^v  t6  a-S>pM  tov  (rcynjpos ' 
wyevfui  yhp  Sytov  ^Qtv  hrX  t^v  Mapiav,  tovtcotiv  ff  aoffila^  Koi  ^  bvvapus  tov 
vylrtoTov,  ic.T.X.    HippolytuSf  Eef.  Omn.  Haer.,  vi.  35. 
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amongst  his  followers,  and  the  quotation  is  evidently- 
made  by  one  of  them  to  support  the  views  of  bis 
party  in  the  schism,  but  whether  Hippolytus  is  quoting 
from  Heracleon  or  Ptolemseus  or  some  other  of  the 
Italian  *  school,  there  is  no  means  of  knowing.  Of  all 
this,  again,  nothing  is  said  by  Canon  Westcott,  who 
quietly  asserts  without  hesitation  or  argument,  that 
Valentinus  himself  is  the  person  who  here  makes  the 
quotation. 

We  have  already  said  that  the  name  of  Valentinus 
does  not  occur  once  in  the  whole  chapter  (vi  35)  which 
we  have  been  examining,  and  if  we  turn  back  we  find 
that  the  preceding  context  confirms  the  result  at  which 
we  have  arrived,  that  the  tfyrjo-C  has  no  reference  to  the 
Founder  himself,  but  is  applicable  only  to  some  later 
member  of  his  school,  most  probably  contemporary  with 
Hippolytus.  In  vi.  21,  Hippolytus  discusses  the  heresy 
of  Valentinus,  which  he  traces  to  Pythagoras  and  Plato, 
but  in  Ch.  29  he  passes  from  direct  reference  to  the 
Founder  to  deal  entirely  with  his  school.  This  is  so 
manifest,  that  the  learned  editors  of  the  work  of  Hip- 
polytus, Professors  Duncker  and  Schneidewin,  alter  the 
preceding  heading  at  that  part  from  "Valentinus"  to 
**  Valentiniani."  At  the  beginning  of  Ch.  29  Hip- 
polytus writes :  *'  VaJentinus,  therefore,  and  Heracleon 
and  Ptolemseus  and  the  whole  school  of  these  (heretics) 
.  .  .  have  laid  down  as  the  fundamental  principle  of 
their  teaching  the  arithmetical  system.  For  according 
to  these,"  &c.  And  a  few  lines  lower  down  :  "  There 
is  discernible  amongst  them,  however,  considerable 
difierence  of  opinion.     For  many  of  them,  in  order  that 

•    '  The  quotation  from  an  Epistle  to  the  Bomans  by  the  Italian  ochool  is 
appropriate. 
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the  Pythagorean  doctrine  of  Valentinus  may  be  wholly 
pure,  suppose,  &c.,  but  others,''  &c.  He  shortly  after 
says  that  he  will  proceed  to  state  their  doctrines  as 
they  themselves  teach  them  (fwny/uwvcvcrai/Tes  ^  eKeiyoi, 
BiZdcKova-w ipovfiG/)  He  then  continues:  "There  is, 
he  says  {(fyrja'C),^^  &c.  &c.,  quoting  evidently  one  of  these 
followers  who  want  to  keep  the  doctrine  of  Valentinus 
pure,  or  of  the  "  others,''  although  without  naming  him, 
and  three  lines  further  on  again,  without  any  preparation, 
returning  to  the  plural  "  they  say  "  (Xeyovcri)  and  so  on 
through  the  following  chapters,  "  he  says "  alternating 
with  the  plural,  as  the  author  apparently  has  in  view 
something  said  by  individuals  or  merely  expresses  general 
views.  In  the  Chapter  (34)  preceding  that  which  we 
have  principally  been  examining,  Hippolytus  begins  by 
referring  to  "  the  Quaternion  according  to  Valentinus," 
but  after  five  lines  on  it,  he  continues  :  "  These  things 
are  what  they  say :  ravrd  icmv  a  Xeyovau/,"  ^  and  then 
goes  on  to  speak  of  **  their  whole  teaching  "  (tt/v  iraaap 
avraiv  StSacricaXtaj/),  and  lower  down  he  distinctly  sets 
himself  to  discuss  the  opinions  of  the  school  in  the 
plural:  "Thus  these  (Valentinians)  subdivide  the 
contents  of  the  Pleroma,"  &c.  (ovrai9  o^oi,  k.t.X.),  and 
continues  with  an  occasional  "  according  to  them  "  (icar 
avrov?)  until,  without  any  name  being  mentioned,  he 
makes  use  of  the  indefinite  "  he  says  "  to  introduce  the 
quotation  referred  to  by  Canon  Westcott  as  a  citation  by 
Valentinus  himself  of  "  the  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians  as 
Scriptura"^  "This  is,  he  says,  what  is  written  in 
Scripture,''  and  there  follows  a  quotation  which,  it  may 
merely  be  mentioned  as  Canon  Westcott  says  nothing  of 
it,  differs  considerably  from  the  passage  in  the  Epistle 

*  vi.  34.  2  On  the  Canon,  p.  260. 
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iii  14 — 18.  Immediately  after,  another  of  Canon  West- 
cott's  quotations  from  1  Cor.  ii.  14,  is  given,  with  the 
same  indefinite  "  he  says,"  and  in  the  same  way,  without 
further  mention  of  names,  the  quotations  in  Ch.  35 
compared  with  John  x.  8,  and  Luke  i.  35.  There  is, 
therefore,  absolutely  no  ground  whatever  for  referring 
these  (fyria-C  to  Valentinus  himself ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
Hippolytus  shows  in  the  clearest  way  that  he  is  dis- 
cussing the  views  of  the  later  writers  of  the  sect,  and 
it  is  one  of  these,  and  not  the  Founder  himself,  whom  in 
his  usual  indefinite  way  he  thus  quotes. 

We  have  been  forced  by  these  bald  and  unsupported 
assertions  of  apologists  to  go  at  such  length  into  these 
question^  at  the  risk  of  being  very  wearisome  to  our 
readers,  but  it  has  been  our  aim  as  much  as  possible  to 
make  no  statements  without  placing  before  those  who 
are  interested  the  materials  for  forming  an  intelligent 
opinion.  Any  other  course  would  be  to  meet  mere  asser- 
tion by  simple  denial,  and  it  is  only  by  bold  and  unsub- 
stantiated statements  which  have  been  simply  and  in  good 
faith  accepted  by  ordinary  readers  who  have  not  the 
opportunity,  if  they  have  even  the  will,  to  test  their 
veracity,  that  apologists  have  so  long  held  their  ground. 
Our  results  regarding  Valentinus  so  far  may  be  stated  as 
follows  :  the  quotations  which  without  any  explanation 
are  so  positively  and  disingenuously  imputed  to  Valen- 
tinus are  not  made  by  him,  but  by  later  writers  of  his 
school  ;*  and,  moreover,  the  passages  which  are  indicated 
by   the    English    apologist   as  references    to  our  two 

>  ScJwlten,  Die  filt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  68  ff. ;  Hilgenfdd,  Die  Eyangelien, 
p.  345,  anm.  6 ;  Rwm^fy  Rev.  de  Th6ol.,  1867,  p.  17  flf. ;  Davidson,  Introd. 
N.  T.,  ii.  p.  390,  p.  616 ;  ZeUety  Die  Apostelgesch.,  p.  65  ff. ;  Theol. 
Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  151  ff.;  Bretschneider,  Probabilia de  Evang.et  Ep. Joannis, 
1820,  p.  212  ff. ;  Kirchhofer,  Quellensamml.,  p.  387,  anm.  1 ;  VoOcma/Ty  Der 
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Synoptic  Gospels  not  only  do  not  emanate  from  Valen- 
tinus,  but  do  not  agree  with  our  Gospels,  and  are  derived 
from  other  sources.* 

The  remarks  of  Canon  Westcott  with  regard  to  the 
connection  of  Valentinus  with  our  New  Testament  are 
on  a  par  with  the  rest  of  his  assertions.  He  says : 
"  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Valentinus  differed 
from  Catholic  writers  on  the  Canon  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment"^ We  might  ironically  adopt  this  sentence,  for  as 
no  writer  whatever  of  the  time  of  Valentinus,  as  we  have 
seen,  recognized  any  New  Testament  Canon  at  all,  he 
certainly  did  not  in  this  respect  differ  from  the  other 
writers  of  that  period.  Canon  Westcott  relies  upon  the 
statement  of  Tertullian,  but  even  here,  although  he 
quotes  the  Latin  passage  in  a  note,  he  does  not  fully 
give  its  real  sense  in  his  text.  He  writes  in  immediate 
continuation  of  the  quotation  given  above  :  "  Tertullian 
says  that  in  this  he  differed  from  Marcion,  that  he  at 
least  professed  to  accept  *the  whole  instrument,'  per- 
verting the  interpretation,  where  Marcion  mutilated  the 
text."  Now  the  assertion  of  Tertullian  has  a  very 
important  modification,  which,  to  any  one  acquainted 
with  the  very  unscrupulous  boldness  of  the  "Great 
African"  in  dealing  with  religious  controversy,  is 
extremely  significant.  He  does  not  make  the  assertion 
positively  and  of  his  own  knowledge,  but  modifies  it  by 
saying:  "Nor,  indeed,  if  Valentinus  uses  the  whole 
instrument,   as  it    seems    (neque  enim  si    Valentinus 

TJrspnmg,  p.  70  f. ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1854,  p.  108  ff.,  125  f.  ;  WeizaScker, 
Unters.  evang.  Gesch.,  p.  234 ;  J,  J.  Tayler,  The  Fourth  Gospel,  1867, 
p.  57. 

^  Of.  Zeller,  Die  Apostelgesch.,  p.  67  f. ;  Kirchho/er,  QueUensamml., 
p.  387,  anm.  1. 

2  On  the  Canon,  p.  2j9. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


VALENTmUS.  75 

integro  instrumento  uti  videtur),"*  &c.  Tertullian 
evidently  knew  very  little  of  Valentinus  himself,  and 
had  probably  not  read  his  writings  at  alL*  His  treatise 
against  the  Valentinians  is  avowedly  not  original,  but,  as 
he  himself  admits,  is  compiled  from  the  writings  of 
Justin,  Miltiades,  Irenaeus,  and  Proclus.*  Tertullian 
would  not  have  hesitated  to  aflSrm  anything  of  this  kind 
positively,  had  there  been  any  ground  for  it,  but  his 
assertion  is  at  once  too  uncertain,  and  the  value  of  his 
statements-  of  this  nature  much  too  small  for  such  a 
remark  to  have  any  weight  as  evidence.*  Besides,  by  his 
own  showing  Valentinus  altered  Scripture  (sine  dubio 
emendans),*  which  he  could  not  have  done  had  he  recog- 
nized it  as  of  canonical  authority.*  We  cannot,  how- 
ever, place  any  reliance  upon  criticism  emanating  from 
Tertullian. 

All  that  Origen  seems  to  know  on  this  subject  is  that 
the  followers  of  Valentinus  (rovs  dwo  OvaXeprCvov)  have 
altered  the  form  of "  the  Gospel  (jieraxapdiavreis  to 
cvayycXtoi/).^  Clement  of  Alexandria,  however,  informs 
us  that  Valentinus,  like  Basilides,  professed  to  have 
direct  traditions  from  the  Apostles,  his  teacher  being 
Theodas,  a  disciple  of  the  Apostle  Paul.®  If  he  had 
known  any  Gospels  which  he  believed  to  have  apostolic 
authority,  there  would  clearly  not  have  been  any  need 
of  such  tradition.  Hippolytus  distinctly  afl&rms  that 
Valentinus  derived  his  system  from  Pythagoras  and  Plato, 

*  De  Prsescrip.  Heer.,  38. 

'  SchoUen,  Die  Sit.  Zeugnisse,  p.  67;   Davidson^  Introd.   N.   T.,   ii. 
p.  390.  »  Adv.  Valent.,  5. 

*  Bawr,  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  357  ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  390  j 
HeuMy  Hist,  du  Canon,  p.  70.  •  De  Praescrip.  Heer.,  30. 

•  Gredner,  Beiti-age,  i.  p.  38.  ^  Contra  Ceb.,  ii.  27. 

•  Strom.,  vii.  17,  §  106. 
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and  "not  from  the  Grospels"  (ovk  ano  rZv  cvayycXuoi/), 
and  that  consequently  he  might  more  properly  be  con- 
sidered a  Pythagorean  and  Platonist  than  a  Christian.* 
Ireneeus,  in  Uke  manner,  asserts  that  the  Valentinians 
derive  their  views  from  unwritten  or  unscriptural  sources 
(i(  aypoAfxop  ovayw^o'KovTei)^^  and  he  accuses  them  of 
rejecting  the  Gospels,  for  after  enumerating  them,'  he 
continues  :  "  When,  indeed,  they  are  refuted  out  of  the 
Scriptures,  they  turn  round  in  accusation  of  these  same 
Scriptures,  as  though  they  were  not  correct,  nor  of 
authority  .  .  .  For  (they  say)  that  it  (the  truth) 
was  not  conveyed  by  written  records  but  viva  voce/'* 
In  the  same  chapter  he  goes  on  to  show  that  the  Valen- 
tinians not  only  reject  the  authority  of  Scripture,  but 
also  reject  ecclesiastical  tradition.  He  says :  "  But, 
again,  when  we  refer  them  to  that  tradition  which  is 
from  the  Apostles,  which  has  been  preserved  through  a 
succession  of  Presbyters  in  the  Churches,  they  are 
opposed  to  tradition,  aflfirming  themselves  wiser  not  only 
than  Presbyters,  but  even  than  the  Apostles,  in  that  they 
have  discovered  the  uncorrupted  truth.  For  (they  say) 
the  Apostles  mixed  up  matters  which  are  of  the  law  with 
the  words  of  the  Saviour,  &c.  ...  It  comes  to  this, 
they  neither  consent  to  Scripture  nor  to  tradition. 
(Evenit  itaque,  neque  Scripturis  jam,  neque  Traditioni 
consentire  eos.)"*  We  find,  therefore,  that  even  in  the 
time  of  Irenseus  the  Valentinians  rejected  the  writings 

»  Eef.  Omn.  Haer.,  yi.  29;  cf.  vi.  21. 

«  Adv.  Hcer.,  L  8,  5  1.  •  ^.,  iii.  1,  §  1. 

^  Gum  enim  ex  Scripturis  argauntur,  in  aocusationem  conyeitantur 
ipsaram  Scriptorarum,  quasi  non  recte  habeant,  neqne  sint  ex  auctoritate. 
....  Non  enim  per  litterastraditamillamySed  per  yiyainyooem,ftc. 
Ireneeus,  Ady.  Hser.,  iii.  2,  §  1. 

»  /&.,  iii.  2,  §  2. 
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of  the  New  Testament  as  authoritative  documents,  which 
they  certainly  would  not  have  done  had  the  Founder  of 
their  sect  himself  acknowledged  them.  So  far  from  this 
being  the  case,  there  was  absolutely  no  New  Testament 
Canon  for  Valentinus  himself  to  deal  with,*  and  his 
perfectly  orthodox  contemporaries  recognized  no  other 
Holy  Scriptures  than  those  of  the  Old  Testament. 

Irenseus,  however,  goes  still  further,  and  states  that  the 
Valentinians  of  his  time  not  only  had  many  Gospels,  but 
that  they  possessed  one  peculiar  to  themselves.  "  Those 
indeed  who  are  followers  of  Valentinus,"  he  says,  "on 
the  other  hand,  being  without  any  fear,  putting  forth 
their  own  compositions,  boast  that  they  have  more 
Gospels  than  there  are.  Indeed  they  have  proceeded  so 
far  in  audacity  that  they  entitle  their  not  long  written 
work  the  Gospel  of  Truth,  agreeing  in  nothing  with  the 
Gospels  of  the  Apostles,  so  that  there  is  no  Gospel 
according  to  them  which  is  not  blasphemous."^  It 
follows  clearly,  from  the  very  name  of  the  Valentinian 
Gospel,  that  they  did  not  consider  that  others  contained 
the  truth ,^  and  indeed  IrenaBus  himself  perceived  this,  for 
he  continues  :  **  For  if  what  is  published  by  them  be  the 
Gospel  of  Truth,  but  is  dissimilar  from  those  which  have 
been  delivered  to  us  by  the  Apostles,  any  may  perceive 
who  please,  as  is  demonstrated  by  these  very  Scriptures, 
that  that  which  has  been  handed  down  from  the  Apostles 
is  not  the  Gospel  of  Truth."*     These  passages  speak  for 

'  BeusSt  Hist,  du  Canon,  p.  69  f. ;  Credner,  Gescli.  N.  T.  Zan.,  p.  24. 

'  Hi  y6ro,qiii  sunt  a  YalentinOjitemm  exsistentes  extra  omnem  timorem, 
suas  oonscriptiones  proferentes,  plura  habere  gloriantor,  qtiam  sint  ipsa 
Eyangelia.  Siqtddem  in  tantom  processemnt  andacise,  uti  quod  ab  his 
non  olim  conscriptom  est,  yeritatis  Eyangelium  titulent,  in  nihilo  con- 
yeniens  apostolomm  Eyangeliis,  ut  neo  Eyangelium  quidem  sit  apud  eos 
sine  blaspbemia.    Irencew,  Ady.  Hser.,  iii.  11,  §  9. 

'  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  38,  f.  *  Irencens,  Ady.  Hser.,  iii.  11,  §  9. 
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themselves,  and  we  need  not  further  comment  upon  the 
statements  of  Canon  Westcott.  It  has  been  suggested 
that  the  "  Gospel  of  Truth  "  was  a  harmony  of  the  four 
Gospels.^  This,  however,  cannot  by  any  possibility  have 
been  the  case,  inasmuch  as  Irenseus  distinctly  says  that 
it  did  not  agree  in  anything  with  the  Gospels  of  the 
Apostles.  We  have  been  compelled  to  devote  too  much 
-space  to  Valentinus,  and  we  now  leave  him  with  the 
certainty  that  in  nothing  does  he  aflford  any  evidence 
even  of  the  existence  of  our  Synoptic  Gospels. 

>  Bkek,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  638. 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

MAJiaON. 

We  must  now  turn  to  the  great  Heresiarch  of  the 
second  century,  Marcion,  and  consider  the  evidence 
regarding  our  Gospels  which  may  be  derived  from  what 
we  know  of  him.  The  importance,  and  at  the  same 
time  the  difficulty,  of  arriving  at  a  just  conclusion  from 
the  materials  within  our  reach  have  rendered  Marcion's 
Gospel  the  object  of  very  elaborate  criticism,  and  the 
discussion  of  its  actual  character  has  continued  with 
fluctuating  results  for  nearly  a  century. 

Marcion  was  born  at  Sinope,  in  Pontus,  of  which  place 
his  father  was  Bishop,^  and  although  it  is  said  that  he 
aspired  to  the  first  place  in  the  Church  of  Eome,^  the 
Presbyters  refused  him  communion  on  account  of  his 
peculiar  views  of  Christianity.  We  shall  presently  more 
fully  refer  to  these  opinions,  but  here  it  will  be  sufficient 
to  say  that  he  objected  to  what  he  considered  the  debase- 
ment of  true  Christianity  by  Jewish  elements,  and  he 
upheld  the  teaching  of  Paul  alone,  in  opposition  to  that 
of  all  the  other  Apostles,  whom  he  accused  of  mixing 
up  matters  of  the  law  with  the  Gospel  of  Christ,  and 

*  EpiphaniuB,  Heer.,  xlii.  1  ed.  Petav.,  p.  302;  Bleek,  Einl.  N.  T., 
p.  126 ;  Grednevj  BeitrStge,  i.  p.  4(Jf. ;  rwcAc7wfor/,Wanii  warden,  u.  s.  w., 
p.  57  ;  WestcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  272. 

*  Epiph,,  Haer.,  xlii.  1. 
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falsifying  Christianity,^  as  Paul  himself  had  protested.^ 
He  came  to  Rome  about  a.d.  139 — 142,'  and  con- 
tinued teaching  for  some  twenty  years*  His  high 
personal  character  and  elevated  views  produced  a 
powerful  effect  upon  his  time,*  and,  although  during  his 
own  lifetime  and  long  afterwards  vehemently  and  with 
every  opprobrious  epithet  denounced  by  ecclesiastical 
writers,  his  opinions  were  so  widely  adopted  that  in  the 
time  of  Epiphanius  his  followers  were  said  to  be  found 
throughout  the  whole  world.^ 

Marcion  is  said  to  have  recognized  as  his  sources  of 
Christian  doctrine,  besides  tradition,  a  single  Gospel  and 
ten  Episties  of  Paul,  which  in  his  collection  stood  in  the 
following  order ; — Epistle  to  Galatians,  Corinthians  (2), 
Romans,  Thessalonians  (2),  Ephesians  (which  he  had  with 


>  IreMBUs,  Adv.  Haer.,  iii.  2,  §  2 ;  cf.  12,  §  12 ;  TertuUian,  Ady.  Marc, 
iv.  2,  3 ;  cf.  i.  20 ;  Origen,  in  Joann.  T.  v.,  §  4 ;  Neander,  Allg.  K  G., 
1843,  ii.  p.  816  f. ;  cf.  p.  795;  Schleiermacher,  Lit.  naohlass  iii.  S&xnmU. 
Werke,  viii ;  Einl.  N.  T.,  1845,  p.  214  f. ;  Westcott,  On  the  Canon, 
p.  273  f. 

«  GaL  i.  6  ff. ;  cf.  ii.  4  ff.,  11  ff. ;  cf.  2  Cor.  xi.  1  ff. 

■  Anger,  Synops.  Ev.,  p.  xxiv. ;  Baur,  G^sch.  chr.  Kirche,  i.  p.  196; 
Bleek,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  126;  Bunsen,  Bibelwerk,  viiL  p.  562 ;  Burtotiy  Lec- 
tures on  Eod.  HicrtK)ry  of  first  Three  Centuries,  ii.  p.  105  ff. ;  Credrier, 
Beitrage,  i.  p.  40  f. ;  HUgenfddy  Der  Kanon,  p.  21  f. ;  Lipsiue,  Zeitschr. 
wiss.  TheoL,  1867,  p.  75  ff.;  IteuM,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  244;  SchoUen,  Die 
alt,  Zeugnisse,  p.  73 ;  Schleiermachery  Gesch.  chr,  Kirche,  SammtL  Werke, 
1840,  xL  1  abth.,  p.  107;  Tischendorf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  57 ; 
Volkmar,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1850,  p.  120,  i6,,  1855,  p.  270  ff. ;  WestcoUy  On 
the  Canon,  p.  273.  The  accounts  of  the  Fathers  are  careless  and  con- 
flicting. Of.  TerUdlian,  Adv.  Mara,  L  19 ;  Epiph.y  H»r.,  xlii.  1 ; 
IrenceuB,  Adv.  Haer.,  iii.  4,  §  3 ;  Clem,  AL,  Strom.,  vii.  17,  a.d.  140—150, 
Bertholdt,  Einl.  A.  und  N.  T.,  i.  p.  103, 

•  BeuOj  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  244 ;  Lipsius,  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1867  ; 
p.  75  ff. ;   VoUcmar,  Theol.  Jahrb,,  1855,  p,  270  ff. 

•  Credner,  Beitrftge,  i.  p.  40 ;  Schleiermaclier,  S&mmtl.  Werke,  viii. ; 
Einl.  N.  T.,  1846,  p.  64  ;  WestcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  272  f. 

•  Epiph.y  Hser.,  xlii.  1. 
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the  superscription  '^  to  the  Laodiceans  '^,*  Colossians, 
Philippians,  and  Philemon.^  None  of  the  other  books 
which  now  form  part  of  the  canonical  New  Testament 
were  either  mentioned  or  recognized  by  Marcion.^  This 
is  the  oldest  collection  of  Apostolic  writings  of  which 
there  is  any  trace,*  but  there  w:as  at  that  time  no  other 
"  Holy  Scripture ''  than  the  Old  Testament,  and  no  New 
Testament  Canon  had  yet  been  imagined*  Marcion 
neither  claimed  canonical  authority  for  these  writings,* 
nor  did  he  associate  with  them  any  idea  of  divine 
inspiration.^  We  have  already  seen  the  animosity 
expressed  by  contemporaries  of  Marcion  against  the 
Apostle  Paul 

The  principal  interest  in  connection  with  the  collection 
of  Marcion,  however,  centres  in  his  single  Gospel,  the 
nature,  origin,  and  identity  of  which  have  long  been 
actively  and  minutely  discussed  by  learned  men  of  all 
shades  of  opinion  wdth  very  varying  results.  The  work 
itself  is  unfortunately  no  longer  extant,  and  our  only 
knowledge  of  it  is  derived  from  the  bitter  and  very 
inaccurate  opponents  of  Marcion.      It  seems  to  have 

*  Terttdlian,  Adv.  Marc,  v.  U,  17;  EpipL,  Hser.,  xlii  9;  cf.  10, 
Schol.  xl. 

'  Tertvlliany  Adv.  Marc,  v. ;  Epiph.y  Hser.,  xlii.  9.  (Epiphanius 
transposes  the  order  of  the  last  two  Epistles.) 

»  Credner,  Beitrage,  i  p.  42;  Hug,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i  p.  68  ff.;  WestcoU, 
On  the  Oanon,  p.  275. 

*  Baur,  Paulns,  i.  p.  277  f. ;  Beuss,  Hist,  du  Canon,  p.  76  f. ;  Tis- 
chendorfy  Wann  wxirden,  tu  s.  w.,  p.  67;  Westcott,  On  the  Oanon, 
p.  272. 

*  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  42  f.,  44  f . ;  Gesch.  N.  T.  Kan.,  p.  23; 
Bunsen,  Bibelwerk,  viii.  p.  563;  Bleek,  EiuL  N.  T.,  p.  126;  Hilgm/eld, 
Der  Kanon,  p.  22  f. ;  Kimtlin,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1851,  p.  161 ;  Beusa,  Gesch. 
N.  T.,  p.  244,  p.  286;  Hist,  du  Canon,  p.  72;  Bitschl,  Theol.  Jahrb., 
1851,  p.  529;  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeugniase,  p.  74;  Het  Paulinisch 
EVangelie,  p.  6. 

*  Credner y  Beitrage,  i.  p.  45  f. 

VOL.    II.  y-^  T 
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borne  much  the  same  analogy  to  our  third  Canonical 
Gospel  which  existed  between  the  Gospel  according  to 
the  Hebrews  and  our  first  Synoptic.^  The  Fathers, 
whose  uncritical  and,  in  such  matters,  prejudiced  cha- 
racter led  them  to  denounce  every  variation  from  their 
actual  texts  as  a  mere  falsification,  and  without  argument 
to  assume  the  exclusive  authenticity  and  originality  of 
our  Gospels,  which  towards  the  beginning  of  the  third 
century  had  acquired  wide  circulation  in  the  Church, 
vehemently  stigmatized  Marcion  as  an  audacious  adul- 
terator of  the  Gospel,  and  affirmed  his  evangelical  work 
to  be  merely  a  mutUated  and  falsified  version  of  the 
"  Gospel  according  to  Luke."  ^ 

This  view  continued  to  prevail,  almost  without  question 
or  examination,  till  towards  the  end  of  the  eighteenth 
century,  when  Biblical  criticism  began  to  exhibit  the 
earnestness  and  activity  which  have  ever  since  more  or 
less  characterized  it.  Semler  first  abandoned  the  pre- 
valent tradition,  and,  after  analyzing  the  evidence,  he 
concluded  that  Marcion's  Gospel  and  Luke's  were  diffe- 
rent versions  of  an  earlier  work,'  and  that  the  so-called 
heretical  Gospel  was  one  of  the  numerous  Gospels  from 
amongst  which  the  Canonical  had  been  selected  by  the 
Church.*  Griesbach  about  the  same  time  also  rejected 
the  ruling  opinion,  and  denied  the  close  relationship 
usually   asserted   to    exist  between   the  two   Gospels.® 

*  Schwegler,  Das  naohap.  Zeitalter,  i,  p.  260. 

*  Irenceusy  Adv.  Hser.,  i.  27,  §  2 ;  iii.  12,  §  12 ;  Tertullian,  Adv.  Marc., 
iv.  2 — 6;  Ejdphaniusy  Hear.,  xlii.  9,  11 ;  Origeny  Contra  Gels.,  ii.  27; 
Theodoret,  Hser.  fab.,  L  24. 

*  Vorrede  zu  Townson's  Abhandl.  iib.  d.  vier  Ew.,  1783. 

^  Neuer  Versuch,  die  Q^meinnUtzig©  Auslegung  u.  anwend.  der  N.  T. 
zu  befordern,  1786,  p.  162  f. ;  cf.  Prolegg.  in  Ep.  ad  Galatae. 

^  Curse  in  hist,  toxtus  epist.  Pauli,  1799,  sect,  iii,  Opuscula  Aoademica, 
ii.  p.  124  Q. 
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Loffler^  and  Corrodi^  strongly  supported  Semler's  con- 
clusion, that  Marcion  W£ts  no  mere  falsifier  of  Luke's 
Gospel,  and  J.  E.  C.  Schmidt*  went  still  further,  and 
asserted  that  Marcion's  Gospel  was  the  genuine  Luke, 
and  our  actual  Gospel  a  later  version  of  it  with  altera- 
tions and  additions.  Eichhorn,*  after  a  fuller  and  more 
exhaustive  examination,  adopted  similar  views ;  he 
repudiated  the  statements  of  Tertullian  regarding 
Marcion's  Gospel  as  utterly  untrustworthy,  asserting 
that  he  had  not  that  work  itself  before  him  at  aU,  and 
he  maintained  that  Marcion's  Gospel  was  the  more 
original  text  and  one  of  the  sources  of  Luke.  Bolten,* 
Bertholdt,^  Schleiermacher,^  and  D.  Schultz®  likewise 
maintained  that  Marcion's  Gospel  was  by  no  means  a 
mutilated  version  of  Luke,  but,  on  the  contrary,  an 
independent  original  Gospel.  A  similar  conclusion  was 
arrived  at  by  Gieseler,®  but  later,  after  Hahn's  criticism, 
he  abandoned  it,  and  adopted  the  opinion  that  Marcion's 
Gospel  was  constructed  out  of  Luke.^° 

On  the  other  hand,  the  traditional  view  was  maintained 


1  Maxcioiiem  Pauliepist.  etLuose  eyang.  adolterasse  dnbitatnr,  1788,  in 
Vdthuaen  Kuinoel  et  Buperti  Comment.  Theologicae,  1794,  i.  pp.  180— 
218. 

*  Versnch  einer  Beleuchtung  d.  Gesch.  des  jiid.  u.  OhristL  Bibel- 
kanons,  1792,  ii.  p.  158  ff.  169. 

'  TJeber  das  achte  Eyang.  des  Lucas,  in  Henke's  Mag.  fiir  Beligions- 
philos.,  u.  s.  w.,  iii.  1796,  p.  468  ff.,  482  f.,  507  f. 

*  Einl.  N.  T.,  1820,  i.  pp.  43—84. 

'  Bericht  des  Lucas  yon  Jesu  dem  Messia.  Yorbericht,  1796, 
p.  29f. 

*  Einl.  A.  u.  N.  T.,  1813,  iii.  p.  1293  ff. 

7  Sammtl.  Werke,  yiii. ;  Einl.  N.  T.,  1845,  p.  64  f.,  197  f.,  214  f. 
»  Theol.  Stud.  u.  Krit.,  1829,  3,  pp.  586—595. 
»  Entst.  schr.  Eyy.,  1818,  p.  24  ff. 

»•  Eeoens.  d.  Halm's  Das  Ey.  Marcion's  in  Hall.  Allg.  Litt.  Z.,  1823, 
p.  225ff.;  K.  G.,  i.  §45. 
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84  SUPEBNATUEAL  EELIGION.      * 

by  Storr/  Ameth,^  Hug,^  Neander,*  and  Gratz,^  although 
with  little  originality  of  investigation  or  argument ;  and 
Paiilus^  sought  to  reconcile  both  views  by  admitting 
that  Marcion  had  before  him  the  Gospel  of  Luke,  but 
denying  that  he  mutilated  it,  arguing  that  Tertullian 
did  not  base  his  arguments  on  the  actual  Gospel  of 
Marcion,  but  upon  his  work,  the  "Antitheses."  Hahn,^ 
however,  undertook  a  more  exhaustive  examination  of 
the  problem,  attempting  to  reconstruct  the  text  of 
Marcion's  Gospel®  from  the  statements  of  Tertullian 
and  Epiphanius,  and  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
work  was  a  mere  version,  with  omissions  and  alterations 
made  by  the  Heresiarch  in  the  interest  of  his  system,  of 
the  third  Canonical  Gospel.  Olshausen^  arrived  at  the 
same  result,  and  with  more  or  less  of  modification  but 
no  detailed  argument,  similar  opinions  were  expressed 
by  Credner,^®  De  Wette,"  and  others.** 

»  Zweck  d.  Evang.  Gescli.  u.  Br.  Johan.,  1786,  pp.  254—265. 
^  Ueber  d.  Bekanntscli.  Marcion's  mit.  u.  Kanon,  u.  8.  w.,  1809. 
»  EinL  N.  T.,  1847,  i.  p.  64  flf. 

*  Genet.  Eutwickl.  d.  vorn.  Gnost.  Syst,  1818,  p.  311  ff.;  cf.  Allg. 
K  G.,  1843,  ii.  pp.  792—816. 

*  Krit.  TJnters.  iib;  Marcion's  Evang.,  1818. 

«  Theol.  exeg.  Conserv.,  1822,  Lief,  i  p.  115  flf. 

^  Das  Evang.  Marcion's  in  seiner  urspriingl.  Gestalt,  1823. 

8  The  reconstructed  text  also  in  Tliilo's  Cod.  Apocr.  N.  T.,  1832, 
pp.  403—486. 

»  Die  Echtheit  der  vier  kan.  Ew.,  1823,  pp.  107—215. 

»o  Beitrage,  i.  p.  43. 

"  Einl.  N.  T.,  6tli  ausg.,  1860,  p.  119  ff. 

"  The  following  writers,  either  before  Hahn's  work  was  written  or  sub- 
sequently, have  maintained  the  dependence,  in  one  shape  or  another,  of 
Marcion's  Gospel  on  Luke.  BeckeVy  Exam.  Orit.  de  TEv.  de  Marcion, 
1837;  Bleek,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  135;  Buimn,  Bibelwerk,  ▼iii.  p.  565  f.; 
Anger y  Synopsis  Ev.  Proleg.,  xxiv.  ff. ;  Cellerier^  Introd.  Orit  N.  T., 
1823,  p.  25  f. ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  51  f. ;  Ehrard,  Wim.  krit 
evang.  Oesch.,  p.  810;  Ewuld,  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wise.,  1858—54,  p.  48; 
Qtiericke,  Gcsammtgesch.  N.  T.,  p.  231;  H'buch  K.  G.,  i.  p.  190; 
Gfrorer,  Allg.  K.  G.,  i.  p.  363  ff. ;    Harting,  Qusest.  de  Mardone  Lucani, 
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Not  satisfied,  however,  with  the  method  and  results  of 
Hahn  and  Olshausen,  whose  examination,  although  more 
minute  than  any  previously  undertaken,  still  left  much 
to  be  desired,  Ritschl  ^  made  a  further  thorough  investi- 
gation of  the  character  of  Marcion's  Gospel,  and  decided 
that  it  was  in  no  case  a  mutilated  version  of  Luke,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  an  original  and  independent  work,  from 
which  the  Canonical  Gospel  was  produced  by  the  intro- 
duction of  anti-Marcionitish  passages  and  readings. 
Baur  *  strongly  enunciated  similar  views,  and  maintained 
that  the  whole  error  lay  in  the  mistake  of  the  Fathers, 
who  had,  with  characteristic  assumption,  asserted  the 
earlier  and  shorter  Gospel  of  Marcion  to  be  an  abbrevia- 
tion of  the  later  Canonical  Gospel,  instead  of  recognizing 
the  latter  as  a  mere  extension  of  the  former.  Schwegler  ^ 
had  abeady,  in  a  remarkable  criticism  of  Marcion's 
Gospel  declared  it  to  be  an  independent  and  original 
work,  and  in  no  sense  a  mutilated  Luke,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  probably  the  source  of  that  Gospel.  Kostlin,* 
while  stating  that  the  theory  that  Marcion's  Gospel  was 
an  earlier  work  and  the  basis  of  that  ascribed  to  Luke 
was  not  very  probable,   affirmed    that    much    of    the 

Evangelii,  &c.,  1849 ;  Kirchhofer,  Quellensamml.,  p.  48,  p.  361,  anm.  10; 
Meyer,  Krit.-exeg.  Kommentar  N.  T.,  1867,  1  abth.  2  halfte,  p.  228; 
Michadis,  Eiul.  N.  T.,  1788,  i.  p.  40;  Neudecker,  Einl.  N.  T.,  1840, 
p.  68£F. ;  Nicolas,  Et.  sur  les  Ev.  Apocr.,  1866,  p.  157  f. ;  Bhode,  Prolegg. 
ad  Quiest.  de  evang.  Marcionis  denuo  instit.  1834 ;  Bevss,  Gesch,  N.  T., 
p.  244  f.;  Bev.  de  Th^ol.,  1857,  p.  4  f. ;  Bump/,  Key.  de  Th^ol.,  1867, 
p.  20  f. ;  SchoU,  Iflagoge,  1830,  p.  13  ff.,  note  7 ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zoug- 
nisse,  p.  73  f. ;  Tischendorf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  pp.  56—65 ;  Westcott, 
On  the  Canon,  p.  272  ff. ;  Wilcke,  Tradition  u.  My  the,  1837,  p.  28 ;  Zelhr, 
Die  Apostelgesch.,  p.  12  ff. 

*  Das  Evangelium  Marcion's,  1846. 

»  Krit.  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  1847,  p.  397  ff. 

>  Das  nachap.  Zeit,  1846,  i.  p.  260  ff. ;  Thool.  Jahrb.,  1843,  pp.  575— 
690. 

*  Der  Urspmng  d.  synopt.  Ew.,  1853,  p.  303  ff. 
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Marcionitish  text  was  more  original  than  the  Canonical, 
and  that  both  Gospels  must  be  considered  versions  of  the 
same  original,  although  Luke  s  was  the  later  and  more 
corrupt 

These  results,  however,  did  not  satisfy  Volkmar,*  who 
entered  afresh  upon  a  searching  examination  of  the  whole 
subject,  and  concluded  that  Marcion's  work  was  simply  a 
version  of  Luke,  mutilated  and  altered  to  suit  his  own  dog- 
matic views.  This  criticism,  together  with  the  arguments 
of  Hilgenfeld,  succeeded  in  convincing  Ritschl,^  who 
withdrew  from  his  previous  opinions,  although  he  still 
maintained  feome  of  Marcion's  readings  to  be  more 
original  than  those  of  Luke,*  and  generally  defended 
Marcion  from  the  aspersions  of  the  Fathers,  on  the 
ground  that  his  procedure  with  regard  to  Luke's  Gospel 
was  precisely  that  of  the  Canonical  Evangelists  to  each 
other;*  Luke  himself  being  clearly  dependent  both  on 
Mark  and  Matthew.*  Baur  was  likewise  induced  by 
Volkraar's  and  Hilgenfeld's  arguments  to  modify  his 
views ;  ^  but  although  for  the  first  time  he  admitted  that 
Marcion  had  altered  the  original  of  his  Gospel  frequently 
for  dogmatic  reasons,  he  still  maintained  that  there  was 
an  older  form  of  the  Gospel  without  the  earlier  chapters, 
from  which  both  Marcion  and  Luke  directly  constructed 
their  Gospels ; — both  of  them  stood  in  the  same  line  in 
regard  to  the  original ;  both  altered  it ;  the  one 
abbreviated,  the  other  extended  it.^  Encouraged  by 
this  success,  but  not  yet  satisfied,  Volkmar  immediately 
undertook  a  further  and  more  exhaustive  examination  of 

*  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1850,  pp.  110—138,  pp.  185—235. 

»  76.,  1851,  p.  528  flf.  «  76.,  p.  530  flf. 

<  76.,  p.  529.  •  76.,  p.  534  ff. 

•  Das  Markusevang.  Anhang  ub.  das  Ev.  Marcion's,  1851,  p.  191  ff. 
J  76.,  p.  225  f. 
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the  text  of  Marcion,  in  the  hope  of  finally  settling  the 
discussion,  and  he  again,  but  with  greater  emphasis, 
confirmed  his  previous  results.^  In  the  meantime 
Hilgenfeld^  had  seriously  attacked  the  problem,  and,  like 
Hahn  and  Volkmar,  had  sought  to  reconstruct  the  text  of 
Marcion,  and,  whilst  admitting  many  more  original  and 
genuine  readings  in  the  text  of  Marcion,  he  had  also 
decided  that  his  Gospel  was  dependent  on  Luke,  although 
he  further  concluded  that  the  text  of  Luke  had  subse- 
quently gone  through  another,  though  slight,  manipulation 
before  it  assumed  its  present  form.  These  conclusions 
he  again  fully  confirmed  after  a  renewed  investigation  of 
the  subject. •"* 

This  brief  sketch  of  the  controversy  which  has  so  long 
occupied  the  attention  of  critics  will  at  least  show' the 
insecure  position  of  the  matter,  and  the  uncertainty  of 
the  data  upon  which  any  decision  is  based.  We  have 
not  attempted  to  give  more  than  the  barest  outlines,  but 
it  will  appear  as  we  go  on  that  most  of  those  who  decide 
against  the  general  independence  of  Marcion's  Gospel,  at 
the  same  time  admit  his  partial  originality  and  superiority 
of  readings  over  the  third  Synoptic,  and  justify  his 
treatment  of  Luke  as  a  procedure  common  to  the  Evan- 
gelists, and  warranted  not  only  by  their  example  but  by 
the  fact  that  no  Gospels  had  yet  emerged  from  the  posi- 
tion of  private  documents  in  limited  circulation.  We 
are,  however,  very  far  from  considering  the  discussion  as 
closed  ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  we  believe  that  a  just  and 
impartial  judgment  in  the  case  must  lead  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  if,  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  data,  Marcion's 

*  Das  Evang.  Marcion's,  1862. 

'  Ueb.  die  Ew.  Justin's  der  Clem.  Horn,  tind  Mamon's,  1850,  p.  389  ff. 

•  Theol.  Jabrb.,  1853,  pp.  192—244. 
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Gospel  cannot  be  absolutely  proved  to  be  a  special  and 
original  Gospel,  still  less  can  it  be  shown  to  be  a  mutilated 
version  of  Luke's  Gospel.  There  are  very  strong  reasons 
for  considering  it  to  be  either  an  independent  work, 
derived  from  the  same  sources  as  our  third  Synoptic, 
or  a  more  primitive  version  of  that  Gospel. 

Marcions  Gospel  not  being  any  longer  extant,  it  is 
important  to  establish  clearly  the  nature  of  our  know- 
ledge regarding  it,  and  the  exact  value  of  the  data  from 
which  various  attempts  have  been  made  to  reconstruct 
the  text.  It  is  manifest  that  the  evidential  force  of  any 
deductions  from  a  reconstructed  text  is  almost  wholly 
dependent  on  the  accuracy  and  sufficiency  of  the 
materials  from  which  that  text  is  derived. 

The  principal  sources  of  our  information  regarding 
Marcion's  Gospel  are  the  works  of  his  most  bitter  de- 
nouncers TertuUian  and  Epiphanius,  who,  however,  it 
must-  be  borne  in  mind,  wrote  long  after  his  time, — the 
work  of  TertuUian  against  Marcion  having  been  composed 
about  A.D.  208,*  and  that  of  Epiphanius  very  much  later. 
We  may  likewise  merely  mention  here  the  "  Dialogus 
de  recta  in  deum  fde"  commonly  attributed  to  Origen, 
although  it  cannot  have  been  composed  earlier  than  the 
middle  of  the  fourth  century.^  The  first  three  sections 
are  directed  against  the  Marcionites,  but  only  deal  with 
a  late  form  of  their  doctrines.^  As  Volkmar  admits  that 
the  author  clearly  had  only  a  general  acquaintance  with 
the  "Antithesis,"  and  principal  proof  passages  of  the 
Marcionites,   but,  although   he   certainly  possessed  the 


'  Cf.    Tertulliany  Adv.  Marc,  i.  15;    Neander,  Antignosticus,   1849, 
p.  398 ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  75. 
2  Volkmar  J  Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  p.  52. 
•   /6.,  p.  52  f. 
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Epistles,  had  not  the  Gospel  of  Marcion  itself,^  we  need 
not  now  more  particularly  consider  it 

We  are,  therefore,  dependent  upon  the  "  dogmatic  and 
partly  blind  and  unjust  adversaries''*  of  Marcion  for  our 
only  knowledge  of  the  text  they  stigmatize  ;  and  when 
the  character  of  polemical  discussion  in  the  early  cen- 
turies of  our  era  is  considered,  it  is  certain  that  great 
caution  must  be  exercised,  and  not  too  much  weight 
attached  to  the  statements  of  opponents  who  regarded  a 
heretic  with  abhorrence,  and  attacked  him  with  an  acri- 
mony which  carried  them  far  beyond  the  limits  of  fairness 
and  truth.  Their  religious  controversy  bristles  with 
misstatements,  and  is  turbid  with  pious  abuse.  Ter- 
tullian  was  a  master  of  this  style,  and  the  vehement 
vituperation  with  which  he  opens'  and  often  interlards 
his  work  against  **  the  impious  and  sacrilegious  Marcion" 
offers  anything  but  a  guarantee  of  fair  and  legitimate 
criticism.  Epiphanius  was,  if  possible,  still  more 
passionate  and  exaggerated  in  his  representations  against 
him.'*  Undue  importance  must  not,  therefore,  be 
attributed  to  their  statements.* 

Not  only  should  there  be  caution,  and  great  caution, 
exercised  in  receiving  the  representations  of  one  side  in 
a  religious  discussion,  conducted  in  an  age  when  the 
absence  of  any  spirit  of  calm  criticism  only  gave  freer 
scope  to  the  attacks  of  intolerant  zeal,  but  more  particu- 
larly is  such  caution  necessary  in  the  case  of  TertuUian, 
whose   trustworthiness   is  very  far    from   being  above 

*  Volkmary  Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  p.  53. 

2  lb.,  Theol.  Jabrb.,  1850,  p.  120.  •  Adv.  Marc.,  i.  1. 

*  Cf.  De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  122. 

*  ReuMy  Hist,  da  Canon,  p.  71,  72;  Giesder,  Entst.  schr.  Ew.,  p.  25; 
SehoUen,  Die  alt.  Zengnisse,  p.  75 ;  Volhmar,  Thool.  Jahrb.,  1850,  p.  120 ; 
Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  276;  De  WetUy  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  122. 
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suspicion,  and  whose  inaccuracy  is  often  apparent.^ 
*'Son  christianisme,"  says  Reuss,  "est  ardent,  sincke, 
profond^ment  ancr^  dans  son  kme.  L'on  voit  qu'il  en 
vit.  Mais  ce  christianisme  est  4pre,  insolent,  brutal  > 
ferrailleur.  II  est  sans  onction  et  sans  charitd,  quelque- 
fois  m^me  sans  loyaut^,  d^s  qu  il  se  trouve  en  face  d'une 
opposition  quelconque.  C'est  un  soldat  qui  ne  sait  que 
se  battre  et  qui  oublie,  tout  en  se  battant,  qu'il  faut 
aussi  respecter  son  ennemi.  Dialecticien  subtil  et  rus^ 
il  excelle  h,  ridiculiser  ses  adversaires.  L'injure,  le 
sarcasme,  un  langage  qui  rappeUe  parfois  en  y6nt6  le 
genre  de  Rabelais,  une  effronterie  d  affirmation  dans  les 
moments  de  faiblesse  qui  frise  et  atteint  meme  la  mau- 
vaise  foi,  voili  ses  armes.  Je  sais  ce  qu'il  faut  en  cela 
mettre  sur  le  compte  de  Fdpoque.  ...  Si,  au  second  si^cle, 
tons  les  partis,  sauf  quelques  gnostiques,  sont  intol^rants, 
Tertullian  Test  plus  que  tout  le  monde."  ^ 

The  charge  of  mutilating  and  interpolating  the  Gospel 
of  Luke  is  first  brought  against  Marcion  by  Irenaeus,^ 
and  it  is  reported  with  still  greater  vehemence  and  fulness 
by  Tertullian,*  and  Epiphanius  ;*  but  the  mere  assertion 
by  Fathers  at  the  end  of  the  second  and  in  the  third 
centuries,  that  a  Gospel  different  from  their  own  was  one 
of  the  Canonical  Gospels  falsified  and  mutilated,  can 
have  no  weight  whatever  in  itself  in  the  inquiry  as  to 
the  real  nature  of  that  work.^    Their  dogmatic  point  of 

»  BauVy  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  1847,  p.  357;   Beuss,  Rev.  de  Th6ol.,  1857, 
p.  67  f. ;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeitalter,  i.  p.  278  f. 
«  Beuss,  Rev.  de  Th^oL,  1857,  p.  67  f. 

*  Et  Buper  hsec,  id  quod  est  secundum  Lucam  Evangelium  circumci- 
dens Irerums,  Adv.  Hcer.,  i.  27,  §  2;  cf.  iii.  11,  §  7;  12,  §  12;  14,  §4. 

*  Adv.  Marc.,  iv.  1,  2,  4  et  passim.  »  Haer.,  xlii.  9, 10  et  passim. 
«  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  446  f.,  448 ;  Reuss,  Hist,  du  Canon, 

p.  72  f.;  Volkmar,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1850,  p.  120;  RiUcM,  Das  Evang. 
Marcion's,  p.  23  ff. 
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view,  and  axbitrary  assumption  of  exclusive  originality 
and  priority  for  the  four  Gospels  of  the  Church  led  them, 
without  any  attempt  at  argument,  to  treat  every  other 
evangelical  work  as  an  offshoot  or  falsification  of  these. 
We  need  not  refer  to  the  childish  reasoning  of  Irenseus* 
to  prove  that  there  could  not  be  more  nor  less  than  four 
Gospels,  which  he  evidently  considered  quite  conclusive. 
The  arguments  by  which  Tertullian  endeavours  to  estab- 
lish that  the  Gospels  of  Luke  and  the  other  Canonical 
Evangelists  were  more  ancient  than  that  of  Marcion  ^  is 
on  a  par  with  it,  and  shows  that  he  had  no  idea  of 
historical  or  critical  evidence.^  We  are  therefore  driven 
back  upon  such  actual  data  regarding  the  text  and 
contents  of  Marcion's  Gospel  as  are  given  by  the  Fathers, 
as  the  only  basis,  in  the  absence  of  the  Gospel  itself,  upon 
which  any  hypothesis  as  to  its  real  character  can  be 
built.  The  question  therefore  is  :  Are  these  data  suffi- 
ciently ample  and  trustworthy  for  a  decisive  judgment 
from  internal  evidence  ?  if  indeed  internal  evidence  in 
such  a  case  can  be  decisive  at  all. 

All  that  we  know,  then,  of  Marcion's  Gospel  is  simply 
what  Tertullian  and  Epiphanius  have  stated  with  regard 
to  it  It  is,  however,  undeniable,  and  indeed  is  univer- 
sally admitted,  that  their  object  in  dealing  with  it  at  all 
was  entirely  dogmatic,  and  not  in  the  least  degree  critical.* 
The  spirit  of  that  age  was  indeed  so  essentially  uncri- 
tical' that  not  even  the  canonical  text  could  waken  it  into 

1  Adv.  Hser.,  iii.  11,  §§  8,  9.  »  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  5. 

•  EichTiom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  73;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i. 
p.  276. 

*  KirchhofeTy  Quellensamml.,  p.  361,  anm.  10,  p.  362,  aum.  12 ;  HiU 
genfeld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  447  f. ;  ReuM,  Eev.  de  Th6ol.,  1857,  p.  4; 
VoJkmar,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1850,  p.  120 ;  Das  Evang.  Marcion's,  1852,  pp.  29, 
31 ;  De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  123;  Tischendorf,  Wann  warden,  u.  s.  w., 
p.  62.  •  Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  8. 
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activity.  Tertullian  very  clearly  states  what  his  object 
was  in  attacking  Marcion's  Grospel.  After  asserting  that 
the  whole  aim  of  the  Heresiarch  was  to  prove  a  dis- 
agreement between  the  Old  Testament  and  the  New,  and 
that  for  this  purpose  he  had  erased  from  the  Gospel  all 
that  was  contrary  to  his  opinion,  and  retained  all  that 
he  had  considered  favourable,  Tertullian  continues  with 
regard  to  the  portions  retained  :  "  These  we  shall  collect, 
these  we  shall  particularly  consider, — whether  they  shall 
be  more  for  our  view, — whether  they  destroy  the  assump- 
tion of  Marcion.  Then  it  will  be  proved  that  he  has  shown 
the  same  defect  of  blindness  of  heresy  both  in  that  which 
he  has  erased,  and  that  which  he  has  retained.  Such 
will  be  the  purpose  and  form  of  our  little  work."^  His 
method  throughout  is  to  quote  passages  of  the  Gospel  for 
which  he  can  find  parallels  in  the  Old  Testament,  and  in 
this  way  to  endeavour  to  establish  a  kind  of  harmony 
between  them.  Epiphanius  explains  his  aim  with  equal 
clearness.  His  intention  is  to  show  how  wickedly  and 
disgracefully  Marcion  has  mutilated  and  falsified  the 
Gospel,  and  how  fruitlessly  he  has  done  so,  inasmuch 
as  he  has  stupidly,  or  by  oversight,  allowed  so  much 
to  remain  in  his  Gospel  by  which  he  may  be  fully 
refuted.^ 

As  it  is  impossible  within  our  limits  fully  to  illustrate 
the  procedure  of  the  Fathers  with  regard  to  Marcion^s 
Gospel,  and  the  nature  and  value  of  the  materials 
they  supply,  we  shall  as  far  as  possible  quote  the  declara- 
tions of  Volkmar  and  Hilgenfeld,  who,  in  the  true  and 

1  IIs&c  conveniemus,  hsDC  ampleotemtir,  ei  nobiscum  magis  foerint,  si 
Marcionis  pwesumptionem  percusserint.  Tunc  et  ilia  constabit  eodem 
vitio  hflereticJB  ccecitatis  erasa  quo  et  htec  reservata.  Sic  habebit  intentio 
ot  forma  opusculi  nostri,  &c.,  &c.     Tertullian,  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  6. 

»  Epiphanius,  Ilror.,  xlii.  9  f. 
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enlightened  spirit  of  criticism,  impartially  state  the 
character  of  the  data  available  for  the  understanding 
of  the  text  As  these  two  critics  have,  by  their  able 
and  learned  investigations,  done  more  than  any  others  to 
educe  and  render  possible  a  decision  of  the  problem, 
their  own  estimate  of  the  materials  upon  which  a  judg- 
ment has  to  be  formed  is  of  double  value.  With  regard 
to  Tertullian,  Volkmar  explains  that  his  desire  is  totally 
to  annihilate  the  most  dangerous  heretic  of  his  time, — 
first  (Books  i. — iii),  to  overthrow  Marcion's  system  in 
general  as  expounded  in  his  "Antitheses," — and  then 
(Book  iv.)  to  show  that  even  the  Gospel  of  Marcion  only 
contains  Catholic  doctrine  (he  concludes,  "  Christus 
Jesiis  in  Evangelio  tuo  meiLS  est"  c.  43) ;  and  there- 
fore he  examines  the  Gospel  only  so  far  as  may  serve  to 
establish  his  own  view  and  refute  that  of  Marcion.  "  To 
show/'  Volkmar  continues,  "  wherein  this  Gospel  was 
falsified  or  mutilated,  i.e.,  varied  from  his  own,  on  the 
contrary,  is  in  no  way  his  design,  for  he  perceives  that 
Marcion  could  cast  back  the  reproach  of  interpolation, 
and  in  his  time  proof  from  internal  grounds  was  hardly 
possible,  so  that  only  exceptionally,  where  a  variation 
seems  to  him  remarkable,  does  he  specially  mention  it."  * 
Of  course  the  remark  that  proof  from  internal  criticism 
of  the  text  was  hardly  possible  in  TertuUian's  time  refers 
to  the  total  absence  of  the  critical  spirit  regarding  which 
we  have  already  spoken,  and  which  renders  its  display 
by  any  individual  too  isolated  an  intellectual  effort  to 
be  expected. 

Hilgenfeld  expresses  precisely  the  same  views  of  Ter- 
tuUian's  object  and  procedure."^    "  In  Book  iv."  he  says, 

>  VolkmaTy  Das  Evang.  Mardon'e,  p.  29. 
»  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  395  flf. 
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"  he  carries  out  the  project  of  refuting  Marcion  and  his 
Antithesis  of  evangelical  history  out  of  his  own  Gospel. 
He  proceeds  to  Marcion's  Gospel   only  with  this  dog- 
matic purpose,  as  he   himself  states   in  the  principal 
passage  of  iv.  6.  .  .  .  Tertullian  proposes  to  confine  him- 
self to  that  which  he  (Marcion)  allows  to  remain,  and  to 
prove  that  even  this  contains  the  doctrine  of  the  ChurcL"  ^ 
With  regard  to  Epiphanius,  Hilgenfeld  says,  "  This  writer 
also  proceeds  with  the  dogmatic  object  of  refuting  Mar- 
cion's  Gospel  and  'AttootoXos.^    But  he   has   also  the 
subsidiary  design,  in  particular  instances,  of  proving  the 
audacity  of  the  Beast,  as  he  is  pleased  to  call  Marcion,  in 
the  mutilation  of  Luke.   Both  representations  supplement 
each  other,  so  that  we  can  still,  with  tolerable  certainty 
and  completeness,  determine  the  contents  of  the  Mar- 
cionitish  Gospel''*     In  order  not  to  separate  the  last 
phrase  from  its  context,  we  have  given  it  here  a  little  in 
anticipation  of  its  more  appropriate  place,  but  we  shall 
see  that  this  opinion  has  to  be  received  in  a  very  miti- 
gated way.      As  Hilgenfeld  himself  says,  a  few  pages 
further  on :  "  From  the  critical  stand-point  one  must,  on 
the  other  hand,  consider  the  statements  of  the  Fathers  of 
the  Church  only  as  expressions  of  their  subjective  view, 
which  itself   requires   proof"*      Obviously  statements 
which  proceed  from  a  mere  dogmatic  point  of  view,  and 
which  avowedly  are  not  dictated  by  impartial  criticism, 
are  a  very  insecure  and  insufficient  basis  for  the  recon- 
struction of  Marcion's  text. 

We  understand  this  more  fully  when  we  consider  the 
manner  in  which  Tertullian  and  Epiphanius  performed 

>  Die  Etv.  Justin's,  p.  396  ff.  «  Haer.,  xlii.  9. 

»  Die  Etv.  Justin's,  p,  397  f. ;  cf.  Volkmwr,  Das  Ev.  Mardon's,  p.  31. 
*  Ih.,  p.  446. 
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the  work  they  had  undertaken.  Hilgenfeld  remarks  : 
"  As  Tertullian,  in  going  through  the  Marcionitish  Gospel, 
has  only  the  object  of  refutation  in  view,  he  very 
rarely  states  clearly  what  is  missing  in  it;  and  as, 
on  the  one  hand,  we  can  only  venture  to  conclude  from 
the  silence  of  Tertullian  that  a  passage  is  wanting,  when 
it  is  altogether  inexplicable  that  he  should  not  have 
made  use  of  it  for  the  purpose  of  refutation ;  so,  on 
the  other,  we  must  also  know  how  Marcion  used  and 
interpreted  his  Gospel,  and  should  never  lose  sight  of 
Tertullian's  refutation  and  defence."  ^  It  is  scarcely 
necessary  to  point  out  how  wide  a  field  of  conjecture 
is  opened  out  and  rendered  necessary  by  this  incomplete- 
ness of  Tertullian.^  Volkmar,  upon  the  same  subject, 
says  :  "  In  the  same  way  his  (Tertullian's)  silence  may 
become  weighty  testimony  for  the  fact  that  something 
is  missing  in  Marcion's  Gospel  which  we  read  in  Luke. 
.  •  .  .  But  his  silence  alone  can  only  imder  certain 
conditions  represent  with  diplomatic  certainty  an 
omission  in  Marcion.  It  is  indeed  probable  that  he 
would  not  lightiy  have  passed  over  a  passage  in  the 
Grospel  of  Marcion  which  could  in  any  way  be  used 
for  the  refutation  of  its  system,  if  one  altogether 
similar  had  not  preceded  it,  all  the  more  as  he  frequently 
drags  in  such  proof  passages  from  Marcion's  text  as  it 
were  by  the  hair,  and  often,  in  like  manner,  only  with 
a  certain  sophistry,  tries  to  refute  his  adversary  out  of 
the  words  of  his  own  Gospel.  But  it  is  always  possible 
that  in  his  eagerness  he  has  overlooked  much;  and 
besides,  he  believed  that  in  replying  to  particular  passages 

»  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  397. 

«  RitscM,  Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  p.  48  f. ;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit., 
i.  p.  262  f. 
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he  had  done  enough  for  many  others  of  a  similar  kind  ; 
indeed,  avowedly,  he  will  not  willingly  repeat  himself. 
Nothing  certain,  therefore,  can  be  deduced  from  the  silence 
of  Tertullian  except  when  special  circumstances  enter/'  ^ 
With  such  an  opening  for  mere  guesses,  and  for  the  inser- 
tion or  omission  of  passages  in  accordance  with  precon- 
ceived ideas  or  feelings,  it  is  scarcely  possible  that  there 
should  be  either  accuracy  or  agreement  in  reconstructing 
the  text  of  Marcion's  Gospel,  and  Ritschl,  in  fact, 
reproaches  Hahn  with  much  too  free  a  licence  in  inter- 
preting the  silence  of  TertuUiaiL^ 

Volkmar's  opinion  of  the  incompleteness  of  Epiphanius 
is  still  more  unfavourable  than  in  the  case  of  Tertullian. 
Comparing  him  with  the  latter,  he  says  :  "  More  super- 
ficial is  the  procedure  of  the  later  Epiphanius,  who  has 
only  the  merit  of  basing  his  criticism  on  a  copy  of  the 
Grospel  of  Marcion,  quite  independently  from  the  work 
of  Tertullian.*  ....  How  far  we  can  build  upon  his 
statements,  whether  as  regards  their  completeness  or 
their  trustworthiness,  is  not  yet  altogether  clear,  and  yet 
so  much  depends  on  that.''  *  Volkmar  then  goes  on  to 
show  how  thoroughly  Epiphanius  intended  to  do  his 
work,  and  yet,  although  we  might,  from  what  he  himself 
leads  us  to  expect,  hope  to  find  a  complete  catalogue  of 
Marcion's  sins,  the  eager  Father  himself  destroys  this 
belief  by  his  own  admission  of  shortcomings.*  He 
proceeds :  "  Epiphanius,  however,  only  proves  to  us 
that  absolute   completeness    in  regai'd    to   that  which 

'  Volkmar y  Das  Evang.  Marcion's,  p.  29  f. 

'  Bitschly  DasEv.  Marcion's,  p.  48;  cf.  SchwegleVy  Das  nachap.  Zeit., 
i.  p.  262.  With  regard  to  arguments  a  ailentio,  see  Volkmar,  Theol.  Jahrb., 
1865,  p.  237. 

*  Volkmar,  Das  Ey.  Marcion's,  p.  31. 

*  lb,,  p.  32.  *  lb.,  p.  32  f.,  p.  42  ff. 
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Marcion  liad  not  in  his  Gospel  is  not  to  be  reckoned  upon 
in  his  Scholia.  He  has  certainly  intended  to  pass  over 
nothing,  but  in  the  eagerness  which  so  easily  renders  men 
superficial  and  blind  much  has  escaped  him/'*  Further 
on,  he  says  still  more  emphatically :  "  Nor  is  com- 
pleteness in  his  statements  of  the  passages  apparently 
opposed  to  Marcion  to  be  reckoned  upon  in  Epi- 
phanius,  even  if  he  aimed  at  it :  it  would  be  all  the  more 
important  if  he  were  always  but  fully  trustworthy 
in  his  statements/'^  This,  Volkmar  explains,  Epi- 
phanius  only  is  where,  and  so  far  as,  he  wishes  to  state 
an  omission  or  variation  in  Marcion's  text  from  his  own 
Canonical  Gospel  in  his  Scholia,  in  which  case  he 
minutely  registers  the  smallest  point  from  his  Codex  of 
Marcion,  but  this  is  to  be  clearly  distinguished  from  cases 
where,  in  his  Kefutations,  he  represents  something  as 
falsified  by  Marcion  ;  for  only  in  the  earlier  sketch  of  his 
Scholia  (Proem.  10)  had  he  the  Marcionitish  Gospel  before 
him  and  compared  it  with  Luke  ;  but  in  the  case  of  the 
Refutations,  on  the  contrary,  which  he  wrote  later,  he 
has  not  again  compared  the  Gospel  of  Luke  nor,  most 
probably,  even  the  Gospel  of  Marcion  itself.  **  It  is, 
however,  altogether  different,"  continues  Volkmar,  "  as 
regards  the  statements  of  Epiphanius  concerning  the 
part  of  the  Gospel  of  Luke  which  is  preserved  in 
Marcion.  Whilst  he  desires  to  be  strictly  literal  in  the 
account  of  the  variations,  and  also  with  two  excep- 
tions is  so,  he  so  generally  adheres  only  to  the  contents 
of  the  passages  retained  by  Marcion,  that  altogether 
literal    quotations    only    belong     to     the    exceptions ; 

»  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  p.  83 ;  cf.  NeudecTcer,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  75  ff. ; 
ffahfiy  Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  p.  114  f.;  De  WeUe,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  123; 
Kirchhofer,  QtieUensamml.,  p.  361,  anm.  10,  p.  362  f.,  anm.  16,  16,  17. 

5  Volkmar,  ib.,  p.  43. 
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throughout^  however,  where  passages  of  greater  extent  are 
referred  to,  these  are  not  merely  abbreviated,  but  also 
are  quoted  in  very  free  fashion,  and  nowhere  can  we 
even  reckon  that  the  passage  in  Marcion  ran  verbally 
as  Epiphanius  quotes  it."^ 

Volkmar,  moreover,  not  only  reproaches  Epiphanius 
with  free  quotation,*  alteration  of  the  text  without 
explanation,'  and  alteration  of  the  same  passage  in  more 
than  one  way,*  abbreviations  and  omission  of  parts  of 
quotations,*  sudden  ending  of  texts  just  commenced  with 
the  indefinite  koX  ra  €$fj^  or  kcu  to  Xolttov,^  and  differing 
modes  of  referring  to  the  same  chapters,^  but  he  finds 
fault  with  his  whole  system  of  quotation,  whether  as 
regards  the  contents  of,  or  the  omissions  from,  the 
Marcionitish  Gospel,  for  as  in  his  time  there  were  no 
numbers  of  chapters  and  verses,  he  does  not  take  the 
smallest  trouble  to  identify  quotations,®  the  whole  method 
being  most  misleading.^  The  difficulty,  however,  does 
not  end  here,  for  Volkmar  himself  says  :  "  The  ground 
for  a  certain  fixture  of  the  text  of  the  Marcionitish 
Grospel,  however,  seems  completely  taken  away  by  the 
fact  that  Tertullian  and  Epiphanius,  in  their  statements 

^  Etwas  ganz  Anderes  aber  ist  es  mit  den  Angaben  des  Epiphanius 
iiber  das  vom  Lncas-Evangelium  bei  Marcion,  Bewahrte.  WUirend  er 
im  Bericht  iiber  die  Abweichungen  Buchstahen-genau  sein  will  nnd  er  es 
aucb  bis  auf  jene  beiden  Ausnahmen  ut,  kommt  es  ibm  hinsicbtlich  jen^ 
80  selir  nwr  auf  den  Inhalt  des  Ton  Marcion  Stehngalassenen  im  AUge- 
meinen  an,  dass  ganz  wOrtlicbe  Anfubrungen  nur  ra  den  AoMMlunen 
geboren,  uberaU  aber,  wo  Stellen  yon  grosserm  TJmfang  bemerict  werden 
soUen,  jener  nicht  bloss  so  abktirzenden  sondem  aaoh  teAr  freieti 
OitAtionsweise  Platz  macben  nnd  wir  auch  nirgends  darmaf  reobnen 
konnen,  dass  so  gerade,  wie  es  Epiph.  citirt,  die  SteUe  bei  Maroion 
wortlich  gelauiet  babe.     Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  Marcion't,  p.  43  fl ;  of.  p.  34. 

«  lb.,  p.  33.  »  lb.,  p.  33  f. 

<  lb.,  p.  34.  *  lb.,  p.  34  f. ;  of.  p.  22. 

•  lb.,  p.  35  f.  ^  lb.,  p.  34  £. 

»i6.,p.  33ff.  »  lb.,  p.  3dS. 
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regarding  its  state,  not  merely  repeatedly  seem  to,  but 
in  part  actually  do,  directly  contradict  each  other."  ^ 
Hahn  endeavours  to  explain  some  of  these  contradic- 
tions by  imagining  that  later  Marcionites  had 
altered  the  text  of  their  Gospel,  and  that  Epiphanius 
had  the  one  form  and  TertuUian  another;^  but 
such  a  doubt  only  renders  the  whole  of  the  state- 
ments regarding  the  work  more  uncertain  and  insecure. 
That  it  is  not  without  some  reason,  however,  appears 
from  the  charge  which  Tertullian  brin^  against  the 
disciples  of  Marcion :  "  for  they  daily  alter  it  (their 
Gospel)  as  they  are  daily  refuted  by  us.'**  In  fact,  we 
have  no  assurance  whatever  that  the  work  upon  which 
Tertullian  and  Epiphanius  base  their  charge  against 
Marcion  of  falsification  and  mutilation  of  Luke  was 
Marcion's  original  Gospel  at  all,  and  we  certainly  have 
no  historical  evidence  on  the  point.* 

The  question,  moreover,  arises,  whether  Tertullian  and 
indeed  Epiphanius  had  his  Gospel  in  any  shape  before 
them  when  they  wrote,  or  merely  Marcion's  work,  the 
"  Antitheses."  ^  In  commencing  his  onslaught  on 
Marcion's  Gospel,  Tertullian  says :  "  For  of  the  Com- 
mentators whom  we  possess,  Marcion  seems  (videtur)  to 
have  selected  Luke,  that  he  may  mutilate  it"^     This  is  a 

^  Vclhnar,  Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  p.  22  f.,  p.  46  ff. ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1854, 
p.  106. 

»  ffahn.  Das  Ev.  Marcicm's,  p.  169  ;  of.  Neudecker,  Binl.  N.  T.,  p.  82. 

'  Nam  et  quotidie  reformant  illud,  prout  a  nobis  quotidie  revincuntur. 
Adv.  Marc,  iy.  5 ;  cf.  Dial,  de  rocta  in  denm  fide,  §  5  ;  Orig.^  0pp.,  i. 
p.  867. 

*  SchwegJer,  Das  naohap.  Zdt.,  i.  p.  262  f. ;  cf.  Volkmar,  Theol.  Jahrb., 
1854,  p.  106  f. 

'  Eichkom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  45,  anm.  i. ;  cf.  p.  77  f.,  p.  83 ;  Schwegler, 
Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  279  f. 

'  Nam  ex  iis  oommentatoribns,  qnos  habemus,  Lucam  yidetor  Marcio 
elegisse,  qnem  oaederet.    Ady.  Mara,  iy.  2.  . 
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very  uncertain  expression  for  so  decided  a  controver- 
sialist, if  he  had  been  able  to  speak  more  positively.^ 
We  have  seen  that  in  some  instances  it  is  admitted  that 
Epiphanius  clearly  wrote  without  the  Gospel  before  him, 
and  also  without  comparing  Luke,  and  it  is  also  conceded 
that  TertuUian  at  least  had  not  the  Canonical  Gospel, 
but  in  professing  to  quote  Luke  evidently  does  so  irom 
memory,  and  approximates  his  text  to  Matthew,  with 
which  Gospel,  like  most  of  the  Fathers,  he  was  better 
acquainted.^  How  superficial  and  hasty  the  proceeding 
of  these  Fathers  was,  and  how  little  reliance  can  be  placed 
upon  their  statements,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  both 
TertuUian  and  Epiphanius  reproach  Marcion  with  erasing 
passages  from  the  Gospel  of  Luke,  which  never  were  in 
Luke  at  alL*  TertuUian  says  :  "Marcion,  you  must  also 
remove  this  from  the  Gospel :  *  I  am  not  sent  but  unto  the 
lost  sheep  of  the  house  of  Israel,'*  and :  '  It  is  not  meet  to 
take  the  chUdren's  bread,  and  give  it  to  dogs,'*  in  order, 
be  it  known,  that  Christ  may  not  seem  to  be  an 
IsraeUte/'^  The  Ughtness  and  inaccuracy  with  which 
the  "  Great  African ''  proceeds  are  aU  the  better  illustrated 
by  the  fact,  that  not  only  does  he  accuse  Marcion  falsely, 
but  he  actuaUy  defines  the  motives  for  which  he  ex- 
punged a  passage  which  never  existed,  for,  in  the  same 
chapter,  he  also  similarly  accuses  Marcion  of  erasing,  "a^ 

1  Eichhom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  L  p.  78,  anm.  g.  p.  83 ;  cf.  EUgenfeld,  DieEvT. 
Justin's,  p.  447,  anm.  1. 

«  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  p.  30  f. ;  cf.  43. 

»  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  278  f. ;   JSicJihom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i. 
p.  45  f.,  anm.  i.  cf.  p.  77 ;  Volkmar ,  Das  Ev.  Marcion*s,  p.  43;  of.  Sahn, 
Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  p.  264. 
•.  <  Matt.  XV.  24.  »  76.,  xv.  26. 

'  Marcion,  aufer  etiam  illud  de  evangelio  :  non  sum  missus,  nisi  ad 
oves  perditas  domus  Israel ;  et :  non  est  auferre  panem  filiis  et  dare  eujn 
canibus,  ne  scilicet  Cliristus  Israelis  videretur,    Adv*  Marc,  iv«  7. 
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an  interpolation,"^  the  saying  that  Christ  had  not  come 
to  destroy  the  law  and  the  prophets,  but  to  fulfil  them,^ 
and  he  actually  repeats  the  same  charge  on  two  other 
occasions.*  Epiphanius  commits  the  same  mistake  of 
reproaching  Marcion  with  omitting  from  Luke  what  is 
only  found  in  Matthew.*  We  have,  in  fact,  no  guarantee 
of  the  accuracy  or  trustworthiness  of  any  of  their 
statements. 

We  have  said  enough,  we  trust,  to  show  that  the 
sources  for  the  reconstruction  of  a  text  of  Marcion's 
Gospel  are  most  unsatisfactory,  and  no  one  who  atten- 
tively studies  the  analysis  of  Hahn,  Ritschl,  Volkmar, 
Hilgenfeld,  and  others,  who  have  examined  and  sys- 
tematized the  data  of  the  Fathers,  can  fail  to  be  struck 
by  the  uncertainty  which  prevails  throughout,  the  almost 
continuous  vagueness  and  consequent  opening,  nay, 
necessity,  for  conjecture,  and  the  absence  of  reaUy  certain 
indications.  The  Fathers  had  no  intention  of  showing 
what  Marcion's  text  actually  was,  and  their  object  being 
solely  dogmatic  and  not  critical,  their  statements  are  very 
insufficient  for  the  purpose.*  The  reconstructed  texts,  as 
might  be  expected,  difier  from  each  other,  and  one 
Editor  finds  the  results  of  his  predecessors  incomplete  or 
unsatisfactory,^  although  naturally  at  each  successive 
attempt,  the  materials  previously  collected  and  adopted, 
have  contributed  to  an  apparently  more  complete  result 
After  complaining  of  the  incompleteness  and  uncertainty 

*  Hoc  enim  Marcion  ut  additmn  erasit.    Adv.  Mar.,  iv.  7. 

«  Matt.  T.  17.  »  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  9,  36. 

♦  Hser.,  xlii.  p.  322  f.,  Eef.  1  ;  cf.  Lxike  v.  14 ;  Matt.  viii.  4. 

^  Kirchhofer,  Quellensamml.,  p.  361,  anin.  10,  p.  362  f. ;  amn.  15, 
16,  17. 

•  RUkU,  Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  p.  55  f. ;  VcUkmar,  Das  Ev.  Marc.,  p.  5  f., 
p.  19  ff.  ;  HilgenfeUy  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  444  f.,  p.  394  f. ;  Theol.  Jahrb., 
1853,  p.  194  f.,  p.  211  f. 
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of  the  statements  of  TertuUian  and  Epiphanius,  Ritschl 
says :  '^  We  have  thus  so  little  of  firm  material  firom 
which  to  construct  a  h3rpothesis^  that  rather  through 
first  setting  up  a  hypothesis  may  we  fix  the  remains  of 
the  Gospel  fix>m  Tertullian."^  Hilgenfeld  quotes  this 
with  approval,  and  adds  :  "  Of  this,  certainly,  so  much  ia 
right,  that  the  matter  of  fact  can  no  longer  in  all  pointo 
be  settled  from  external  data  which  first  can  decide  in 
many  respects  the  general  conclusion  regarding  this  Gos- 
pel/'^ Volkmar,  in  the  introduction  to  his  last  compre- 
hensive work  on  Marcion's  Gospel,  says  :  "  And,  in  fact, 
it  is  no  wonder  that  for  so  long  a  time  critics  have  disputed 
in  so  really  pardonable  a  way  regarding  the  protean 
question,  for  we  have  continued  so  uncertain  as  to  the 
very  basis  (Fimdament)  itself, — ^the  precise  form  of  the 
text  of  the  remarkable  document, — ^that  Baur  has  found 
full  ground  for  rejecting,  as  imfounded,  the  presumption 
on  which  that  finally-attained  decision  (his  previous  one) 
rested.'*^  Critics  of  all  shades  of  opinion  are  forced  to 
admit  that  we  have  no  longer  the  materials  for  any 
certain  reconstruction  of  Marcion's  text,  and,  conse- 
quently, for  an  absolute  settlement  of  the  question  from 
internal  evidence.* 

Before  proceeding  to  a  closer  examination  of  Marcion's 
Gospel  and  the  general  evidence  bearing  upon  it,  it  may 

1  RiUchl,  Das  Eyy.  Marcion's,  p.  65. 

•  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  446. 

»  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  Marcion's,  1862,  p.  19  f. 

*  BUek,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  126;  Bunsen,  Bibelwerk,  viii  p.  666 ;  Hilgen- 
feld, Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  194  flf.,  211  flf. ;  Hug,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  68  ff. ; 
cf.  Hahn,  Das  Er.  Mardon's,  p.  114  f . ;  Kirchhofer,  QueUensamml., 
p.  361,  anin.  10;  Neudecker,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  76  ff, ;  Reuse,  Rev.  de  Th^L, 
1867,  p.  3 ;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeitalter,  i.  p.  262  f. ;  Tiechendcrf, 
Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  60  f. ;  Volkmar,  Das  Ey.  Maroion's,  19  ff., 
22  ff. 
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be  well  here  briefly  to  refer  to  the  system  of  the 
Heresiarch  whose  high  personal  character  exerted  so 
powerful  an  influence  upon  his  own  time/  and  whose 
views  continued  to  prevail  widely  for  a  couple  of  cen- 
turies after  his  death.  It  was  the  misfortune  of  Marcion 
to  live  in  an  age  when  Christianity  had  passed  out  of  the 
pure  morality  of  its  infancy,  when,  untroubled  by  compli- 
cated questions  of  dogma,  simple  faith  and  pious  enthu- 
siasm had  been  the  one  great  bond  of  Christian,  brother- 
hood, into  a  phase  of  ecclesiastical  development  in  which 
religion  was  fast  degenerating  into  theology,  and  com- 
plicated doctrines  were  rapidly  assuming  that  rampant 
attitude  which  led  to  so  much  bitterness,  persecution, 
and  schism.  In  later  times  Marcion  might  have  been 
honoured  as  a  reformer,  in  his  own  he  was  denounced  as 
a  heretic.^  Austere  and  ascetic  in  his  opinions,  he 
aimed  at  superhuman  purity,  and  although  his  clerical 
adversaries  might  scoff"  at  his  impracticable  doctrines 
regarding  marriage  and  the  subjugation  of  the  flesh,  they 
have  had  their  parallels  amongst  those  whom  the  Church 
has  since  most  delighted  to  honour,  and  at  least  the 
whole  tendency  of  his  system  was  markedly  towards  the 
side  of  virtue.*  It  would  of  course  be  foreign  to  our 
purpose  to  enter  upon  any  detailed  statement  of  its 
principles,  and  we  must  confine  ourselves  to  such  par- 
ticulars only  as  are  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the 
question  before  us. 


^  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  40 ;  SchleiemMeher,  Sammtl.  Worke,  fiii.  ; 
EinL  N.  T.,  1845,  p.  64 ;  WeskoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  272  f. 

»  Of.  Neander,  AJlg.  K.  G.,  1843,  ii  p.  792,  815  f. ;  Schleiermacher,  Einl. 
N.  T.,  1845,  p.  64. 

»  O/r&rer,  Allg.  K.  O.,  i.  p.  134  f. ;  Hagenbach,  K.  G.,  1869,  i.  p.  134  f. ; 
ffug,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  56  ff. ;  Milman,  Hist,  of  Ohr.,  1867,  ii.  p.  77  ff.  ; 
NeandcTy  Allg.  K.  G.,  ii.  p.  791  flf. ;  Vdkmar,  Das  Ev.  Marc,  p.  25  ff. 
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As    we    have    already  frequently   had    occaaon   to 
mention,  there  were  two  broad  parties  in  the  primitive 
Church,  and  the  very  existence  of  Christianity  was  in 
one  sense  endangered  by  the  national  exclusiveness  of 
the  people  amongst  whom  it  originated.     The  one  party 
considered  Christianity  a  mere  continuation  of  the  Law, 
and  dwarfed  it  into  an  Israelitish  institution,  a  narrow 
sect  of  Judaism ;  the  other  represented  the  glad  tidings 
as  the  introduction  of  a  new  system  applicable  to  all  and 
supplanting  the  Mosaic  dispensation  of  the  Law  by  a 
universal  dispensation  of  graca     These  two  parties  were 
popularly  represented  in  the  early  Church  by  the  two 
Apostles  Peter  and  Paul,  and  their  antagonism  is  faintly 
revealed  in  the  Epistle   to  the  Galatians.     Marcion,  a 
gentile  Christian,  appreciating  the  true  character  of  the 
new  religion  and  its  elevated  spirituality,  and  profoundly 
impressed  by  the  comparatively  degraded  and  anthropo- 
morphic features  of  Judaism,  drew  a  very  sharp  line  of 
demarcation  between  them,  and  represented  Christianity 
as  an  entirely  new  and  separate  system  abrogating  the 
old  and  having  absolutely  no  connection  with  it.     Jesus 
was  not  to  him  the  Messiah  of  the  Jews,  the  son   of 
David  come  permanently  to  establish  the  Law  and  the 
Prophets,  but  a  divine  being  sent  to  reveal  to  man  a 
wholly  new  spiritual  religion,  and  a  hitherto  unknown 
God  of  goodness  and  grace.     The  Creator  (Ai^fitov/yyos), 
the  God  of  the  Old  Testament,  was  different  from  the 
God  of  grace  who  had  sent  Jesus  to  reveal  the  Truth,  to 
bring  reconciliation  and  salvation  to  all,  and  to  abrogate 
the  Jewish  God  of  the  World  and  of  the  Law,  who  was 
opposed  to  the  God  and  Father  of  Jesus  Christ  as  Matter 
is   to  Spirit,  impurity  to  purity.     Christianity  was  in 
distinct  anta^gonism   to  Judaism,  the  Spiritual  God  of 
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heaven,  whose  goodness  and  love  were  for  the  Universe, 
to  the  God  of  the  World,  whose  chosen  and  peculiar 
people  were  the  Jews,  the  Gospel  of  Grace  to  the  dispen- 
sation of  the  Old  Testament.  Christianity,  therefore, 
must  be  kept  pure  from  the  Judaistic  elements  humanly- 
thrust  into  it,  which  were  so  essentially  opposed  to  its 
whole  spirit. 

Marcion  wrote  a  work  called  "Antitheses  "  {^AvTiOea-ei^), 

in  which  he  contrasted  the  old  system  with  the  new,  the 

God  of  the  one  with  the  God  of  the  other,  the  Law  with 

the  Gospel,  and  in  this  he  maintained  opinions  which 

anticipated  many  held  in  our  own  time.      Tertullian 

attacks  this  work  in  the  first  three  books  of  his  treatise 

against  Marcion,  and  he  enters  upon  the  discussion  of  its 

details  with  true  theological  vigour :   "  Now,  then,  ye 

hounds,  yelping  at  the  God  of  truth,  whom  the  Apostle 

casts  out,^  to  all  your  questions  1     These  are  the  bones 

of  contention  which  ye  gnaw!"^    The  poverty  of  the 

"  Great  AJ&ican's  "  arguments  keeps  pace  with  his  abuse. 

Marcion  objected  :  If  the  God  of  the  Old  Testament  be 

good,  prescient  of  the  future,  and  able  to  avert  evil,  why 

did  he  allow  man,  made  in  his  own  image,  to  be  deceived 

by  the  devil,  and  to  fall  from  obedience  of  the  Law  into 

sin   and  death  ?^     How  came  the  devil,  the  origin  of 

lying  and  deceit,  to  be  made  at  all  ?*    After  the  fall, 

God  became  a  judge  both  severe  and  cruel ;  woman  is  at 

once  condemned  to  bring  forth  in  sorrow  and  to  serve 

her  husband,  changed   from   a  help  into  a  slave,  the 

earth  is  cursed  which  before  was  blessed,  and  man  is 

^  Bey.  xjdi.  15. 

'  Jam  hino  ad  quseetiones,  omnes  oanes,  quos  foras  apostolus  expellit, 
latrantes  in  demn  ydritatis.  Heeo  sunt  argamentationum  ossa,  quee 
obroditis.    Adv.  Marc,  ii.  5. 

>  Tertvllian,  Adv.  Marc,  ii.  5;  of.  9.  *  lb.,  ii.  10. 
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doomed  to  labour  and  to  death.*  The  law  was  one  of 
retaliation  and  not  of  justice — lex  talionis — eye  for  eye, 
tooth  for  tooth,  stripe  for  stripe.^  And  it  was  not  con- 
sequent, for  in  contravention  of  the  Decalogue,  God  is 
made  to  instigate  the  Israelites  to  spoil  the  Egyptians, 
and  fraudulently  rob  them  of  their  gold  and  silver;^  to 
incite  them  to  work  on  the  Sabbath  by  ordering  them  to 
carry  the  ark  for  eight  days  round  Jericho  ;*  to  break 
the  second  commandment  by  making  and  setting  up  the 
brazen  serpent  and  the  golden  cherubim.*  Then  God  is 
inconstant,  electing  men,  as  Saul  and  Solomon,  whom  he 
subsequently  rejects;^  repenting  that  he  had  set  up 
Saul,  and  that  he  had  doomed  the  Ninevites,'^  and  so  on. 
God  calls  out :  Adam,  where  art  thou  ?  inquires  whether 
he  had  eaten  the  forbidden  fruit,  asks  of  Cain  where  his 
brother  was,  as  if  he  had  not  yet  heard  the  blood  of  Abel 
crying  from  the  ground,  and  did  not  already  know  all 
these  things.^  Anticipating  the  results  of  modem  criti- 
cism, Marcion  denies  the  applicability  to  Jesus  of  the 
so-called  Messianic  prophecies.  The  Emmanuel  of 
Isaiah  (viL  14,  cf.  viiL  4)  is  not  Christ  ;^  the  "  Virgin  " 
his  mother  is  simply  a  ''young  woman"  according 
to  Jewish  phraseology,^®  and  the  suflferings  of  the 
Servant  of  God  (Isaiah  lii.  13 — liii.  9)  are  not  pre- 
dictions of  the  death  of  Jesus."  There  is  a  complete 
severance  between  the  Law  and  the  Gospel,  and  the 
God  of  the  latter  is  the  Antithesis   of    that  of   the 


»  TeritdUany  Mr.  Marc,  ii.  11.  «  lb.,  ii.  18. 

'  Ih,,  ii.  20.    Tertullian  introduces  this  by  likening  the  Marcionites 

to  the  cuttle-fish,  like  which  *'  they  vomit  the  blackness  of  blasphemy '' 
(tenebras  blasphemise  inteiromunt),  1.  c. 

*  lb.,  ii.  21.                     »  lb.,  ii.  22.  •  lb.,  n.  23. 

'  Tb.,  ii  24.                    •  2b.,  ii.  26.  »  Adv.  Marc.,  iiL  12. 

«  lb.,  iii.  13.  "  lb.,  iii.  17,  18. 
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former.*  "The  one  was  perfect,  pure,  beneficent,  pas- 
sionless ;  the  other,  though  not  unjust  by  nature,  in- 
fected by  matter, — subject  to  all  the  passions  of  man, — 
aruel,  changeable ;  the  New  Testament,  especially  as 
remodelled  by  Marcion,^  was  holy,  wise,  amiable ;  the 
Old  Testament,  the  Law,  barbarous,  inhuman,  contra- 
dictory, and  detestable/'^ 

Marcion  ardently  maintained  the  doctrine  of  the  im- 
purity of  matter,  and  he  carried  it  to  its  logical  conclusion, 
both  in  speculation  and  practice.  He,  therefore,  assert- 
ing the  incredibility  of  an  incarnate  God,  denied  the  cor- 
poreal reality  of  the  flesh  of  Christ.  His  body  was  a  mere 
semblance  and  not  of  human  substance,  was  not  bom  of 
a  human  mother,  and  the  divine  nature  was  not  degraded 
by  contact  with  the  flesh.*  Marcion  finds  in  Paul  the 
purest  promulgator  of  the  truth  as  he  understands  it, 
and  emboldened  by  the  Epistle  to  the  Galatians,  in  which 
that  Apostle  rebukes  even  Apostles  for  "not  walking 
uprightly  according  to  the  truth  of  the  Gospel,''  he 
accuses  the  other  Apostles  of  having  depraved  the  pure 
form  of  the  Gospel  doctrines  delivered  to  them  by 
Jesus,*  "  mixing  up  matters  of  the  Law  with  the  words 
of  the  Saviour."* 

TertuUian  accuses  Marcion  of  having  written  the  work 
in  which  he  details  the  contrasts  between  Judaism  and 
Christianity,  of  which  we  have  given  the  briefest  sketch, 

*  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  1. 

*  We  giye  this  quotation  as  a  rSsumS  by  an  English  historian  and  divine, 
but  the  idea  of  the  '*  New  Testament  remodelled  by  Marcion/'  is  a  mere 
ecdesiastioal  imagination. 

»  MUman,  Hist,  of  Christianity,  1867,  ii.  p.  77  f. 

*  TerMlian,  Adv.  Mara,  iiL  8  ff. 

*  Adv.  Marc.,  iv.  3. 

'  Apoetolos  enim  admiscoisse  ea  qnse  snnt  legalia  salvatoris  verbis. 
Irenceua,  Adv.  Hser.,  iii.  2,  §  2  ;  cf.  iii.  12,  §  12. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


108  SUPERNATURAL  RELIGION. 

as  an  introduction  and  encouragement  to  belief  in  his 
Gospel,  which  he  ironically  calls  "  the  Gospel  according 
to  the  Antithesis'' *  and  the  charge  which  the  Fathers 
bring  against  Marcion  is  that  he  laid  violent  hands  on 
the  Canonical  Gospel  of  Luke,  and  manipulated  it  to 
suit  his  own  views.  "For  certainly  the  whole  aim 
which  he  has  elaborated  in  drawing  up  the  ^Anti- 
thesis,' "  says  Tertullian,  "  amounts  to  this :  that  he 
may  prove  a  disagreement  between  the  Old  and  New 
Testament,  so  that  his  own  Christ  may  be  separated 
from  the  Creator,  as  of  the  other  God,  as  alien  from  the 
Law  and  the  Prophets.  For  this  purpose  it  is  certain 
that  he  has  erased  whatever  was  contrary  to  his  own 
opinion,  as  though  in  conspiracy  with  the  Creator  it 
had  been  interpolated  by  his  partisans,  but  has  re- 
tained everything  consistent  with  his  own  opinion."^ 
The  whole  hypothesis  that  Marcion's  Gospel  is  a  muti- 
lated version  of  our  third  Synoptic  in  fact  rests  upon 
this  accusation.  It  is  obvious  that  if  it  can  not  be 
shown  that  Marcion's  Gospel  was  our  Canonical  Gt)spel 
merely  garbled  by  the  Heresiarch  for  dogmatic  reasons 
in  the  interest  of  his  system, — for  there  could  not  be  any 
other  conceivable  reason  for  tampering  with  it, — ^the 
claim  of  Marcion's  Gospel  to  the  rank  of  a  more  original 
and  authentic  work  than  Luke's  acquires  double  force. 
We  must,  therefore,  inquire  into  the  character  of  the 
variations    between    the    so-called    heretical,   and    the 


>  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  1. 

'  Certe  enim  totum,  quod  elaborayit,  etiam  Antitlieeee  prsostruendo,  in 
hoc  cogit,  ut  veteris  ©t  novi  testamenti  diversitatem  oonstituat,  proinde 
Christum  suum  a  creatore  separaturus  ut  dei  alterius,  ut  alienum  legis  et 
prophetarum.  Certe  propterea  contraria  quspque  sententise  su8B  erasit, 
conspirantia  oum  creatore,  quasi  ab  adsertoribus  eius  intexta;  oompe- 
teutia  autem  sententise  suse  reservayit.     Ady.  Mai'c,  iy.  6. 
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Canonical  Gospels,  and  see  how  far  the  hypothesis  of  the 
Fathers  accords  with  the  contents  of  Marcion's  Gospel  so 
far  as  we  are  acquainted  with  it. 

At  the  very  outset  we  are  met  by  the  singular  pheno- 
menon, that  both  Tertullian  and  Epiphanius,  who  accuse 
Marcion  of  omitting  everything  which  was  unfavourable, 
and  retaining  only  what  was  favourable  to  his  views, 
undertake  to  refute  him  out  of  what  remains  in  his 
Gospel.  Tertullian  says  :  "  It  will  be.  proved  that  he 
has  shown  the  same  defect  of  blindness  of  heresy  both 
in  that  which  he  has  erased  and  that  which  he  has 
retained/'^  Epiphanius  also  confidently  states  that,  out 
of  that  which  Marcion  has  allowed  to  remain  of  the 
Gospel,  he  can  prove  his  fraud  and  imposture,  and 
thoroughly  refute  him.^  Now  if  Marcion  mutilated 
Luke  to  so  little  purpose  as  this,  what  was  the  use 
of  his  touching  it  at  all  ?  He  is  known  as  an  able 
man,  the  most  influential  and  distinguished  of  aU  the 
heretical  leaders  of  the  second  century,  and  it  seems 
absurd  to  suppose  that,  on  the  theory  of  his  erasing  or 
altering  aU  that  contradicted  his  system,  he  should  have 
done  his  work  so  imperfectly.^  The  Fathers  say  that  he 
endeavours  to  get  rid  of  the  contradictory  passages 
which  remain  by  a  system  of  false  interpretation ;  but 
surely  he  would  not  have  allowed  himself  to  be  driven 
to  this  extremity,  leaving  weapons  in  the  hands  of  his 
opponents,  when  he  might  so  easily  have  excised  the 
obnoxious  texts  along  with  the  rest  1  It  is  admitted  by 
critics,  moreover,    that    passages    said   to    have    been 


'  Tunc  et  ilia  constabit  eodem  vitio  hsereticse  cfiedtatis  erasa,  quo  et 
hsec  reseiyata.    Adv.  Marc.,  iv.  6. 
«  HsBT.,  xlii.  9f.,p.  310  f. 
"  Eichhiyrriy  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  75. 
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omitted  by  Marcion  are  often  not  opposed  to  his  system 
at  all,  and  sometimes,  indeed,  even  in  favour  of  it; 
and  on  the  other  hand,  that  passages  which  were 
retained  are  contradictory  to  his  views.^  This  is  not 
intelligible  upon  any  theory  of  arbitrary  garbling  of  a 
Gospel  in  the  interest  of  a  system. 

It  may  be  well  to  give  a  few  instances  of  the  anoma- 
lies presented,  upon  this  hypothesis,  by  Marcion's  text. 
It  is  generally  agreed  that  the  verses  Luke  vii.  29—35, 
were  wanting  in  Marcion's  Gospel.*  Hahn  accounts  for 
the  omission  of  verses  29,  30,  regarding  the  baptism  of 
John,  because  they  represented  the  relation  of  the 
Baptist  to  Jesus  in  a  way  which  Marcion  did  not  admit* 
But  as  he  allowed  the  preceding  verses  to  remain,  such 
a  proceeding  was  absurd.  In  verse  26  he  calls  John  a 
prophet,  and  much  more  than  a  prophet,  and  in  the 
next  verse  (27)  quotes  respecting  him  the  words  of 
Malachi  iii.  1  :  "  This  is  he  of  whom  it  is  written : 
Behold  I  send  my  messenger  before  thy  face,  which 
shall  prepare  thy  way  before  thee."     It  is  impossible 

»  BauTy  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  423  flf,;  Eilgenfeld,  Die  EvT.  Just., 
p.  444  flf. ;  Nicolas,  Et.  but  lee  Ev.  Apocr.,  p.  151 ;  RiUchly  TheoL  Jahrb., 
1851,  p.  529  f.;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  263  flf.,  273  AT.;  I^« 
Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  132;  Volhmar,  Das  Ev.  Mardon's,  p.  107  ff. ;  cf. 
Theol.  Jahrb.,  1850,  p.  214  f. 

2  Baur,  Unters.  kan.  Evr.,  p.  423  flf.  ;  Chierich,  Gesammtgesch.  N.  T., 
p.  231,  anm.  1 ;  cf.  Ebrard,  Wiss  krit.  d,  eyang.  Qesoh.,  p.  810,  anin.  2; 
Eichham,  Einl.  N.  T,,  i.  p.  15  ft;  Kirchho/er,  Quellensamml.,  p.  362, 
anm,  13 ;  Neander,  AUg.  K.  G.,  ii.  p.  816 ;  Nicolas,  Et.  snr  les  Ev.  Apoor., 
p.  151  flr. ;  Eitschl,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1851,  p.  529  f, ;  8chweglet\  Das  nachap. 
Zeit,  i.  p.  263  AT.,  273  AT. ;  Volhmar,  Das  Ev,  Mardon's,  p.  107  AT. ;  Hilgtn- 
fdd.  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  444  AT. 

'  Tertullian  and  Epiphanius  pass  them  over  in  silence.  Of.  Hahn,  Ev. 
Marc,  in  Thilo,  Cod.  Apocr.  N.  T.,  p.  418,  anm.  24;  Eitschl,  Das  Ev. 
Marc.,  p.  78  f. ;  Volkmar,  Das  Ev,  Marc,  p.  156  f, ;  Hilgenftldy  though 
somewhat  doubtful,  seems  to  agree :  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  407 ;  cf.  441 ; 
De  Weite,  EinL  N.  T..  p.  125. 

*  Das  Ev.  Marc.,  p.  147. 
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on  any  reasonable  ground  to  account  for  the  retention 
of  such  honourable  mention  of  the  Baptist,  if  verses  29, 
30  were  erased  for  such  dogmatic  reasons.^  Still  more 
incomprehensible  on  such  a  hypothesis  is  the  omission 
of  Luke  vii.  31 — 35,  where  that  generation  is  likened  unt-o 
children  playing  in  the  market-place  and  calling  to  each 
other  :  "  We  piped  imto  you  and  ye  danced  not,"  and 
Jesus  continues  :  "  For  John  is  come  neither  eating 
bread  nor  drinking  wine ;  and  ye  say,  He  hath  a  devil 
(34).  The  Son  of  Man  is  come,  eating  and  drinking; 
and  ye  say :  Behold  a  gluttonous  man  and  a  winebibber, 
a  friend  of  publicans  and  sinners."  Hahn  attributes  the 
omission  of  these  verses  to  the  sensuous  representation 
they  give  of  Jesus  as  eating  and  drinking.*  What  was 
the  use  of  eliminating  these  verses  when  he  allowed  to 
remain  unaltered  verse  36  of  the  same  chapter,^  in 
which  Jesus  is  invited  to  eat  with  the  Pharisee,  and 
goes  into  his  house  and  sits  down  to  meat  ?  or  v. 
29 — 35,*  in  which  Jesus  accepts  the  feast  of  Levi,  and 
defends  his  disciples  for  eating  and  drinking  against 
the  murmurs  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  ?  or  xv.  2,* 
where  the  Pharisees  say  of  him:  "This  man  re- 
ceiveth  sinners  and  eateth  with  them  ? "      How  absurdly 

'  BitsM,  Das  Et.  Marc,  p.  78  £  ;  Schwegler,  Pas  nachap.  Zeitalter,  i, 
p.  263;  De  WetUy  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  132 ;  cf.  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  Marcion, 
p.  156  ;  ffUgenfdd,  Die  Evv.  Justin's,  p.  406  f. ;  TertulUan,  Adv.  Marc., 
iv.  18 ;  Epiphantua,  Hser.,  xlii.,  Sch.  viii.  f. ;  Eef.  viii.  f. 

»  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  147  ;  Evang.  Marc,  in  Thilo,  Cod.  ap.  N.  T.,  p.  418, 
anm.  24,  33 ;  VoUcmar,  Das  Ev.  Marc,  p.  156 ;  BUschl,  Das  Ev.  Marc, 
p.  78  f. ;  o£  EUgen/dd,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  407. 

»  Eahn,  Evang.  Marc  ThUo,  p.  418,  419,  anm.  25 ;  VoUcmar,  Das  Ev. 
Marc,  p.  157. 

<  Hahriy  Ev.  Marc  in  Thik,  p.  408 ;  Vdhmar,  Daa  Ev.  Marc,  p.  155; 
Terttdlian,  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  11. 

*  Hahn,  Ev.  M.  in  Thih,  p.  451 ;  VoOcmar,  Das  Ev.  Marc,  p.  162 ;  cf. 
TeHuUian,  Adv.  M.,  iv.  32. 
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futile  the  omission  of  the  one  passage  for  dogmatic 
reasons,  while  so  many  others  were  allowed  to  remain 
unaltered.* 

The  next  passage  to  which  we  must  refer  is  one  of  the 
most  important  in  connection  with  Marcion's  Docetic 
doctrine  of  the  person  of  Jesus.  It  is  said  that  he 
omitted  viiL  19:  "And  his  mother  and  his  brethren 
came  to  him  and  could  not  come  at  him  for  the  crowd," 
and  that  he  inserted  in  verse  21,  rt?  [lov  [I'qrrjp  koI  oi 
dZeK(f>oi ;  making  the  whole  episode  in  his  Gospel  read 
(20)  :  "  And  it  was  told  him  by  certain  which  said : 
Thy  mother  and  thy  brethren  stand  without  desiring 
to  see  thee  :  21.  But  he  answered  and  said  unto  them  : 
Who  are  my  mother  and  brethren?  My  mother  and 
my  brethren  are  these,"  &c.^  The  omission  of  verse  19 
is  said  to  have  been  made  because,  according  to  Marcion, 
Christ  was  not  bom  like  an  ordinary  man,  and  conse- 
quently had  neither  mother  nor  brethren.^  The  mere 
fact,  however,  that  Marcion  retains  verse  20,  in  which 
the  crowd  simply  state  as  a  matter  fully  recognized  the 
relationship  of  those  who  were  seeking  Jesus,  renders  the 
omission  of  the  preceding  verse  useless,*  except  on  the 
ground  of  mere  redundancy. 

Marcion  is  reported  not  to  have  had  the  word  auui/to? 
in.  X.  25,*  so  that  the  question  of  the  lawyer  simply  ran  : 

>  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  263  ;  De  WetU,  EinL  N.  T., 
p.  132. 

*  Hahn,  Et.  M.  in  ThUo,  p.  421,  anm.  26  ;  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  Marc., 
p.  160;  Epiph,,  Haer.,  xlii.,  Sch.  12;  TertuUian,  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  19,  de 
came  Christi,  §  7  ;  De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  126;  Hilgenfdd,  Die  Ew. 
Justin's,  p.  408  f.,  441 ;  Bawr,  Das  Markusey.,  p.  192  f. 

»  Hahn,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  148  f. ;  Ev.  M.  in  ThOo,  p.  421,  anm.  27;  cf. 
Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  56  f. 

*  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  264. 

»  JIahn,  Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  434  ;  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  159;  Hil- 
yen/eld,  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  441 ;  De  Wdtc,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  126. 
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"Master,  what  shall  I  do  to  inherit  life ?  "  The  omission 
of  this  word  is  supposed  to  have  been  made  in  order  to 
make  the  passage  refer  back  to  the  Grod  of  the  Old 
Testament,  who  promises  only  long  life  on  earth  for 
keeping  the  commandments,  whilst  it  is  only  in  the 
Gospel  that  eternal  life  is  promised.*  But  in  the  corre- 
sponding passage,  xviii.  18,^  the  aXcavio^  is  retained,  and 
the  question  of  the  ruler  is  :  "  Good  master,  what  shall  I 
do  to  inherit  eternal  life  ? "  It  has  been  argued  that 
the  introduction  of  the  one  thing  still  lacking  (verse  22) 
after  the  keeping  of  the  law  and  the  injunction  to  sell  all 
,and  give  to  the  poor,  changes  the  context  and  justifies 
the  use  there  of  eternal  life  as  the  reward  for  fulfilment 
of  the  higher  commandment.^  This  reasoning,  however, 
seems  to  us  without  grounds,  and  merely  an  ingenious 
attempt  to  account  for  an  embarrassing  fact.  In  reality 
the  very  same  context  occurs  in  the  other  passage,  for, 
explaining  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  neighbom-,"  love 
to  whom  is  enjoined  as  part  of  the  way  to  obtain  "  life," 
Jesus  inculcates  the  very  same  duty  as  in  xviii.  22, 
of  distributing  to  the  poor  (cf.  x.  28 — 37).  There 
seems,  therefore,  no  reasonable  motive  for  omitting  the 
word  from  the  one  passage  whilst  retaining  it  in  the 
other.* 

The  passage  in  Luke  xi.  29 — 32,  from  the  concluding 
words  of  verse  29,  "but  the  sign  of  the  prophet  Jonah'' 


>  Hahn,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  161  ;  Et.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  435,  an.  42;  Volkmar, 
Dae  Et.  M.,  p.  68,  p.  159;  TertuUian,  Ady.  M.  iv.  25;  Baur,  Das 
Markusev.,  p.  193. 

'  Hahn,  Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  461 ;  Epiph,,  Heer.,  xlii.  Sch.  50;  Ter- 
iuUian,  Adv.  M.  iv.  36. 

»  VoUemar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  58;  HilgenfMy  Die  Ew.  Just.,  p.  426; 
Baur^  Das  Markusev.,  p.  193.  ' 

*  SchwegleVf  Das  naohap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  264, 

TOL.  u.  *  I 
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was  not  found  in  Marcion's  Gospel.*  This  omission  is 
accounted  for  on  the  ground  that  such  a  respectful 
reference  to  the  Old  Testament  was  quite  contrary  to 
the  system  of  Marcion.*  Verses  49 — 51  of  the  same 
chapter,  containing  the  saying  of  the  "  Wisdom  of  God/' 
regarding  the  sending  of  the  prophets  that  the  Jews 
might  slay  them,  and  their  blood  be  required  of  that 
generation,  were  also  omitted.^  The  reason  given  for 
this  omission  is,  that  the  words  of  the  God  of  the  Old 
Testament  are  too  respectfully  quoted  and  adopted  to 
suit  the  views  of  the  Heretic*  Both  Hilgenfeld*  and 
Baur^  agree  that  the  words  in  verses  31 — 32,  "  And  a^ 
greater  than  Solomon — than  Jonah  is  here,"  might  well 
have  been  allowed  to  remain  in  the  text,  and  indeed  the 
superiority  of  Christ  over  the  kings  and  prophets  of  the 
Old  Testament  which  is  asserted  directly  suits  and 
supports  the  system  of  Marcion.  How  much  less,  how- 
ever, is  the  omission  of  these  passages  to  be  explained 
upon  any  intelligent  dogmatic  principle,  when  we  find 
in  Marcion's  text  the  passage  in  which  Jesus  justifies 
his  conduct  on  the  Sabbath  by  the  example  of  David 
(vi.  3 — 4),^  and  that  in  which  he  assures  the  disciples  of 
the  greatness  of  their  reward  in  heaven  for  the  persecu- 

1  Hahn,  Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  438,  anm.  46 ;  Volhmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  151 ; 
De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  126;  HilgenfeJd,  Die  Evy.  J.,  p.  441 ;  Epiph,, 
Hser.,  xlii.  Sch.  25 ;  cf.  Kef.  It  is  conjectnred  that  the  words  iromipd 
€<m  were  also  wanting.  Epipbanius  does  not  use  them,  bat  he  is 
thought  to  be  quoting  *' freely.'*  The  words,  however,  eqoaUy  f ail  in 
Oodex  235. 

«  Hahn,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  163  ;  Vdkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  68. 

»  Hahuy  Das  Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  439,  anm.  47}  VoUcmar,  Das  Ev.  M., 
p.  151. 

*  Hahn,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  165;  Ev.  M.  in  ThUo,  440,  anm.  47  ;  Volkmar, 
Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  68  f. 

»  Die  Evv.  J.,  p.  453.  •  Das  Markusev.,  p.  194. 

7  ffahn,  Ev.  M.  in  T/nlo,  410 ;   VoUcmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  155. 
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tions  they  were  to  endure  :  *'  For  behold  your  reward  is 
great  in  heaven  :  for  after  the  same  manner  did  their 
fathers  unto  the  prophets  "  (vi.  23).^  As  we  have  seen, 
Jesus  is  also  allowed  to  quote  an  Old  Testament  pro- 
phecy (vii.  27)  as  fulfilled  in  the  coming  of  John  to 
prepare  the  way  for  himself.  The  questions  which  Jesus 
puts  to  the  Scribes  (xx.  41 — 44)  regarding  the  Christ  being 
David's  son,  with  the  quotation  from  Ps.  ex.  1,  which 
Marcion  is  stated  to  have  retained,^  equally  refute  the 
supposition  as  to  his  motive  for  "  omitting "  xi.  29  ft 
It  has  been  argued  with  regard  to  the  last  passage  that 
Jesus  merely  uses  the  words  of  the  Old  Testament  to 
meet  his  own  theory,^  but  the  dilemma  in  which  Jesus 
places  the  Scribes  is  clearly  not  the  real  object  of  his 
question  :  its  aim  is  a  suggestion  of  the  true  character 
of  the  Christ.  But  amongst  his  other  sins  with  regard 
to  Luke's  Gospel,  Marcion  is  also  accused  of  interpolat- 
ing it.  And  in  what  way  ?  Why  the  Heresiarch  who 
is  so  averse  to  all  references  to  the  Old  Testament  that 
he  is  supposed  to  erase  them,  actually,  amongst  his  few 
interpolations,  adds  a  reference  to  the  Old  Testament 
Between  xvii.  14  and  15  (some  critics  say  in  verse  18) 
Marcion  introduced  the  verse  which  is  found  in  Luke  iv. 
27 :  "And  many  lepers  were  in  Israel  in  the  time  of 
EHisha  the  prophet;  and  none  of  them  was  cleansed 
saving  Naaman,  the  Syrian."*  Now  is  it  conceivable 
that  a  man  who  inserts,  as  it  is  said,  references  to  the 

'  Hahn,  Et.  M.  in  ThOo,  412 ;  Volkmar,  Baa  Ev.  M.  156. 

«  Hahn,  in  ThilOy  468  ;  Volkmar,  ib.,  p.  165. 

»  Volkmar,  ib.,  p.  59  f. ;  Hilgen/My  Die  Et.  J.,  p.  453. 

<  Epiph,,  Hser.,  xlii.  Sch.  48 ;  TertuUiariy  Adv.  M.,  iv.  35;  JJaAn,  Ev. 
M.  in  Thilo,  p.  457,  anm.  67  ;  Be  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  128  f. ;  ffilgenfeld, 
Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  424;  Baur,  Das  Markusev.,  p.  213;  Volkmar,  Theol. 
Jahrb.,  1850,  p.  131 ;  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  163,  p.  82  ff. ;  JEichharn,  Einl.  N.  T., 
p.  77. 
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Old  Testament  into  his  text  so  gratuitously,  can  have 
been  so  inconsistent  as  to  have  omitted  these  passages 
because  they  contain  similar  references  ?  We  must  say 
that  the  whole  of  the  reasoning  regarding  these  passages 
omitted  and  retained,  and  the  fine  distinctions  which  are 
drawn  between  them,  are  anything  but  convincing.  A 
general  theory  being  adopted,  nothing  is  more  easy  than 
to  harmonise  everything  with  it  in  this  way;  nothing  is 
more  easy  than  to  assign  some  reason,  good  or  bad, 
apparently  in  accordance  with  the  foregone  conclusion, 
why  one  passage  was  retained,  and  why  another  was 
omitted,  but  in  almost  every  case  the  reasoning  might 
with  equal  propriety  be  reversed  if  the  passages  were  so, 
and  the  retention  of  the  omitted  passage  as  well  as  the 
omission  of  that  retained  be  quite  as  reasonably  justified. 
The  critics  who  have  examined  Marcion's  Gospel  do  not 
trouble  themselves  to  inquire  if  the  general  connection 
of  the  text  be  improved  by  the  absence  of  passages 
supposed  to  be  omitted,  but  simply  try  whether  the 
supposed  omissions  are  "  explainable  on  the  ground  of  a 
dogmatic  tendency  in  Marcion."^  In  fact  the  argument 
throughout  is  based  upon  foregone  conclusions,  and 
rarely  upon  any  solid  grounds  whatever.  The  retention 
of  such  passages  as  we  have  quoted  above  renders  tke 
omission  of  the  other  for  dogmatic  reasons  quite  pur- 
poseless.^ 

The  passage,  xii.  6,  7,  which  argues  that  as  the 
sparrows  are  not  forgotten  before  Grod,  and  the  hairs  of 
our  head  are  numbered,  the  disciples  need  not  fear,  was 
not  found  in  Marcion's  Gospel.^     The  supposed  omission 

>  Of.  VoUcmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  62. 

'  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  p.  264;  RiUcM,  Das.  Ev.  M.,  p.  87  f. 
»  Hdhn,  Et.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  441 ;  Volkmar,  Das  Et.  M.,  p.  151,  cf.  94 ; 
Hilgen/dd,  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  441 ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  204. 
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is  explained  on  the  ground  that,  according  to  Marcion's 
system,  God  does  not  interest  himself  about  such  trifles 
as  sparrows  and  the  hairs  of  our  head,  but  merely  about 
souls. ^  That  such  reasoning  is  absurd,  however,  is  apparent 
from  the  fact,  that  Marcion's  text  had  verse  24  of  the 
same  chapter:^  "Consider  the  ravens,''  &c.,  &c.,  and 
"  God  feedeth  them  : "  &c.,  and  also  v.  28,'  "  But  if  God 
so  clothe  the  grass,"  &c.,  &c.,  "  how  much  more  will  he 
clothe  you,  0  !  ye  of  little  faith  V  As  no  one  ventures  to 
argue  that  Marcion  limited  the  providence  of  God  to  the 
ravens,  and  to  the  grass,  but  excluded  the  sparrows  and 
the  hair,  no  dogmatic  reason  can  be  assigned  for  the 
omission  of  the  one,  whilst  the  other  is  retained.* 

The  first  nine  verses  of  ch.  xiii.  were  likewise  absent 
from  Marcion's  text,*  wherein  Jesus  declares  that  like  the 
Galilseans,  whose  blood  Pilate  had  mixed  with  their 
sacrifices  (v.  1,  2),  and  the  eighteen  upon  whom  the 
tower  in  Siloam  fell  (v.  4),  "  except  ye  repent,  ye  shall 
all  likewise  perish,"  (v.  3  and  5),  and  then  recites  the 
parable  of  the  unfruitful  fig-tree  (v.  6 — 9),  which  the 
master  of  the  vineyard  orders  to  be  cut  down  (v.  7),  but 
then  spares  for  a  season  (v.  8,  9).  The  theory  advanced 
to    account    for    the    asserted    "omission"    of    these 

»  Hahn,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  167  ;  Et.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  441,  anm.  49. 

«  Hahn,  Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  442. 

'  HahUy  By'.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  443,  anm.  51  ;  Volhnar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p. 
160;  De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  127.  Tliis  verse  was  wanting  according  to 
Epiph,,  Sch.,  31,  but  was  in  the  text  by  the  decided  statement  of  Tertul- 
liauy  Adv.  M.,  iv.  29 ;  Volkmar  (Das  Ev.  M.,  46  ff.),  and  Hilgenfeld  (TheoL 
Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  204),  agree  that  this  ai*ose  solely  from  an  accidental 
absence  of  the  verse  in  the  copy  of  Epiphanius. 

*  SchwegleVy  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  265;  BUachl,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  91 ; 
cf.  De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  132. 

»  Hahn,  Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  446  ;  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  .151.  (He 
omits  xiii.  1—10) ;  Hilgenfdd,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  204.  (He  had  pre- 
viously,— Die  Ev.  J.,  p.  441, — only  admitted  the  absence  of  xiii,  1 — 5) ; 
De  fVette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  125  f. 
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verses  is  that  they  could  not  be  reconciled  with 
Marcion's  system,  according  to  which  the  good  God 
never  positively  punishes  the  wicked,  but  merely  leaves 
them  to  punish  themselves  in  that,  by  not  accepting  the 
proflfered  grace,  they  have  no  part  in  the  blessedness  of 
Christiana*  In  his  earlier  work,  Volkmar  distinctly 
admitted  that  the  whole  of  this  passage  might  be  omitted 
without  prejudice  to  the  text  of  Luke,  and  that  he  could 
not  state  any  ground,  in  connection  with  Marcion's 
system,  which  rendered  its  omission  either  necessary  or 
even  conceivable.  He  then  decided  that  the  passage 
was  not  contained  at  all  in  the  version  of  Luke,  which 
Marcion  possessed,  but  was  inserted  at  a  later  period  in 
our  Codices.^  It  was  only  on  his  second  attempt  to 
account  for  all  omissions  on  dogmatic  grounds  that  he 
argued  as  above.  In  like  manner  Hilgenfeld  also,  with 
Kettig,  considered  that  the  passage  did  not  form  part  of 
the  original  Luke,  so  that  here  again  Marcion's  text  was 
free  from  a  very  abrupt  passage,  not  belonging  to  the 
more  pure  and  primitive  Gospel.^  Baur  recognizes  not 
only  that  there  is  no  dogmatic  ground  to  explain  the 
omission,  but  on  the  contrary,  that  the  passage  fully 
agrees  with  the  system  of  Marcion.*  The  total  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  argument  to  explain  the  omission,  how- 
ever, is  apparent  from  the  numerous  passages,  which 
were  allowed  to  remain  in  the  text,  which  still  more 
clearly  outraged  this  part  of  Marcion's  system.  In  the 
parable  of  the  great  supper,  xiv.  15 — 24,  the  Lord  is 
angry  (v.  21),  and  declares  that  none  of  those  who  were 

>  ffahn,  Das  Et.  M.,  p.  175 ;  Ev.  MT.  in  ThUo,  p.  446,  anm.  65 ;  Votk- 
mar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  64  f. 
«  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1850,  p.  207  f. 
»  DieEv,  J.,  p.  470. 
*  Das  Markusev.,  p.  195  f. 
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bidden  should  taste  of  his  supper  (v.  24).  In  xii.  5, 
Jesus  warns  his  own  disciples  :  "  Fear  him,  which  after 
he  hath  killed  hath  power  to  cast  into  hell ;  yea,  I  say 
unto  you :  fear  him."  It  is  absurd  to  argue  that  Marcion 
here  understands  the  God  of  the  Old  Testament,  the 
Creator,  for  he  would  thus  represent  his  Christ  as  fore- 
warning his  own  disciples  to  fear  the  power  of  that  very 
Demiurge,  wtose  reign  he  had  come  to  terminate.  Then 
again,  in  the  parable  of  the  wise  steward,  and  the  foolish 
servants,  xii.  41  flf,  h^  declares  (v.  46),  that  the  lord  of 
the  foolish  servant  "will  cut  him  in  sunder,  and  will 
appoint  him  his  portion  with  the  unbelievers,"  and 
(vs.  47, 48)  that  the  servants  shall  be  beaten  with  stripes, 
in  proportion  to  their  fault.  In  the  parable  of  the 
nobleman  who  goes  to  a  far  country  and  leaves  the  ten 
pounds  with  his  servants,  xix.  11  ff,  the  lord  orders  his 
enemies,  who  would  not  that  he  should  reign  over  them, 
to  be  brought  and  slain  before  him  (v.  27).  Then  how 
very  much  there  was  in  the  Epistles  of  Paul,  which  he 
upheld,  of  a  still  more  contradictory  character.  There  is 
no  dogmatic  reason  for  such  inconsistency.^ 

Marcion  is  accused  of  having  falsified  xiii.  28  in  the 
following  manner  :  "  There  shall  be  weeping  and  gnash- 
ing of  teeth,  when  ye  shall  see  all  the  just  (ndpra^;  roif^ 
8t#catov9)  in  the  kingdom  of  God,  but  you  yourselves 
being  thrust,  and  bound  (kol  KpaTovfiiuovi)  without." 
The  substitution  of  "  all  the  just ''  for  "  Abraham,  Isaac, 
and  Jacob,  and  all  the  prophets,"  is  one  of  those  varia- 
tions which  the  supporter  of  the  dogmatic  theory  greedDy 
lays  hold  of,  as  bearing  evident  tokens  of  falsification  in 
antijudaistic  interest.^     But  Marcion  had  in  his  Gospel 

*  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  265 ;  Baur,  Das  Markusev,  p.  195. 
2  Hahriy  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  177 ;   Ev.  M,  in  Thilo,  p.  448,  anm.  58;   cf. 
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the  parable  of  the  rich  man  and  Lazarus,  xvi.  19—31, 
where  the  beggar  is  carried  np  into  Abrahams  bosom.* 
And  again,  there  was  the  account  of  the  Transfiguration, 
ix.  28 — 36,  in  which  Moses  and  Elias  are  seen  in  con- 
verse with  Jesus.^  The  alteration  of  the  one  passage  for 
dogmatic  reasons,  whilst  the  parable  of  Lazarus  is 
retained,  would  have  been  useless.  Hilgenfeld,  however, 
in  agreement  with  Baur  and  Ritschl,  has  'shown  that 
Marcion's  reading  Trai^ag  roif^  Slkolovs  is  evidently  the 
contrast  to  the  ipydrai  t^9  oSticja?  of  the  preceding 
verse,  and  is  superior  to  the  canonical  version,  which 
was  either  altered  after  MattL  viii.  12,  or  with  the 
anti-Marcionitish  object  of  bringing  the  rejected  Patriarchs 
into  recognition.^  The  whole  theory  in  this  case  again 
goes  into  thin  air,  and  it  is  consequently  weakened  if  not 
destroyed  in  all. 

Marcion's  Gospel  did  not  contain  the  parable  of  the 
Prodigal  Son,  xv.  1 1 — 23.*    The  omission  of  this  passage, 

Volhmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  62  f.,  and  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Evv.  J.,  p.  420,  who 
explain  the  omission  difiPerently,  and  consider  Hahn  in  error. 

'  Tertullian  (Adv.  M.,  iy.  34),  gives  an  elaborate  explanation  of  the  in- 
terpretation by  which  Marcion  does  away  with  the  offensive  part  of  the 
parable,  bat  in  this  and  every  case  erasure  was  surely  more  simple  than 
explanation  if  Marcion  erased  anything  at  all. 

*  Hahn,  in  verse  30  reads  <rvv€<n'T}<rav  for  avptXakovvj  the  two  men 
<  *  stood  "  with  him  instead  of  *'  talked  **  with  him,  as  in  Luke.  This  he 
derives  from  the  obscure  words  of  Tertullian,  which,  however,  really  refer 
to  V.  32  (Adv.  M.  iv.  22),  but  Epiphanius  (Sch.  17)  has  very  distinctly 
the  reading  of  Luke.  Hahn  omits  v.  31  altogether,  on  the  very  un- 
decided evidence  of  Tertullian  and  Epiphanius ;  Hahn^  Ev.  M.  in  ThUo, 
p.  427,  anm.  • ;  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  154 ;  Volkmar  (Das  Ev.  Marc,  p.  168,  cf« 
151),  and  Eilgen/eld  (Die  Evv.  J.,  p.  411  f.,  466  f.),  prove  that  the  reading 
was  unaltered  in  v.  30,  and  that  v.  31  stood  in  Marcion*s  text.  The  whole 
discussion,  as  showing  the  uncertainty  of  the  text,  is  very  instructive. 
Cf.  Bitschl,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  80  ff. 

"  HUgenfddy  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  470;  BauVy  Das  Markusev.,  p.  206  f.  ; 
mtschl.  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  94  f. 

*  Hahn,  Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  452 ;  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  162';  Hil- 
ffen/M,  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  441 ;  De  WeiU,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.   128  ;   Epiphanius, 
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which  is  universally  recognized  as  in  the  purest  Paulinian 
spirit,  is  accounted  for  partly  on  the  ground  that  a 
portion  of  it  (v.  22 — 32)  was  repugnant  to  the  ascetic 
discipline  of  MarciOn,  to  whom  the  killing  of  the  fatted 
calf,  the  feasting,  dancing  and  merry-makmg,  must  have 
been  obnoxious,  and,  partly  because,  understanding  under 
the  similitude  of  the  elder  son  the  Jews,  and  of  the 
younger  son  the  Gentiles,  the  identity  of  the  God  of  the 
Jews  and  of  the  Christians  would  be  recognized.*  There 
is,  however,  the  very  greatest  doubt  admitted  as  to  the 
interpretation  which  Marcion  would  be  likely  to  put  upon 
this  parable,  and  certainly  the  representation  which  it 
gives  of  the  Gentiles,  not  only  as  received  completely  on 
a  par  with  the  Jews,  but  as  only  having  been  lost  for  a 
time,  and  found  again,  is  thoroughly  in  harmony  with 
the  teaching  of  Paul,  who  was  held  by  Marcion  to  be  the 
only  true  Apostle.  It  could  not,  therefore,  have  been 
repugnant  to  him.  Any  points  of  disagreement  could 
very  easily  have  been  explained  away,  as  his  critics  are 
so  fond  of  asserting  to  be  his  practice  in  other  passages.^ 
As  to  the  suppased  dislike  of  Marcion  for  the  festive 
character  of  the  parable,  what  object  could  he  have  had 
for  omitting  this,  when  he  retained  the  parable  of  the 

Hser.,  xlii.  Sch.  42;  Tertidlian  (Adv.  Marc,  iv.  32)  passes  it  over  in 
silence. 

>  Hahn,  Das.  Ev.  M.,  p.  182;  Ev.  M.  in  lliilo,  p.  462,  anm.  62;  Oh- 
hauaen,  Ectheit.  d.  vier  Can.  Ew.,  1823,  p.  208  f.  Halin  and  Olshausen 
did  not  hold  the  second  part  of  this  explanation,  but  applied  the  parable 
merely  to  Judaic  and  Qentile  Christians,  under  which  circumstances  critics 
would  not  admit  reason  for  the  omission.  Volkmary  Das  Ew.  M.,  p.  66; 
Baur^  Das  Markusev.,  p.  194  f. 

'  Volkmar  talks  of  the  intentional  omission  of  the  parable  by  Marcion 
as  being  **  fully  conceivable  "  (v6llig  begreiflich),  but  it  is  almost  impos- 
sible to  find  anything  for  which  a  reason  cannot  be  discovered  if  the 
question  asked  be :  ''Is  the  intentional  omission  on  any  ground  conceiv* 
able?" 
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great  supper,  xiv.  15 — 24  ;  the  feast  in  the  house  of 
Levi,  V.  27 — 32 ;  the  statements  of  Jesus  eating  with 
the  Pharisees,   vii    36,   xv.   2?     If  Marcion  had  any 
objection  to  such  matters,  he  had  still  greater  to  mar- 
riage, and  yet  Jesus  justifies  his  disciples  for  eating  and 
drinking  by  the  similitude  of  a  marriage  feast,  himself 
being  the  bridegroom  :  v.  34,  35,  "  Can  ye  make  the  sons 
of  the  bridechamber  fast,  while  the  bridegroom  is  with 
them?     But  the  days  will  come  when  the  bridegroom 
shall  be  taken  away  from  them :  then  will  they  fast  in 
those  days."     And  he  bids  his  disciples  to  be  ready  *'  like 
men  that  wait  for  their  lord,  when  he  shall  return  from 
the  wedding,"  (xii.  36),  and  makes  another  parable  on  a 
wedding  feast  (xiv.  7 — 10).     Leaving  these  passages,  it 
is  impossible  to  see  any  dogmatic  reason  for  excluding 
the  others.^ 

The  omission  of  a  passage  in  every  way  so  suitable 
to  Marcion's  system  as  the  parable  of  the  vineyard, 
XX.  9 — 16,  is  equally  unintelligible  upon  the  dogmatic 
theory. 

Marcion  is  accused  of  falsifying  xvi.  17,  by  altering 
Tov  vofwv  to  Tciv  Xoywv  fiov^  making  the  passage  read  : 
"  But  it  is  easier  for  heaven  and  earth  to  pass,  than  for 
one  tittle  of  my  words  to  fail."  The  words  in  the 
canonical  Gospel,  it  is  argued,  were  too  repugnant  to 
him  to  be  allowed  to  remain  unaltered,  representing  p 
they  do  the  permanency  of  "  the  Law  "  to  which  L  * 
was  opposed.^     Upon  this  hypothesis  why  did  he  leav%  ' 

^  Schwegler,  Das  nachap  Zeitalter,  i.  p.  266  f. ;  Nicolas,  Et.  sur  les  Ey. 
apocr.,  p.  153 ;  cf.  Hihjenfeld,  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  454. 

*  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  151 ;  IlilgenfM,  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  441 ;  Hahn, 
reads  T&v\6yoav  tov  Kvpiov,   Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  454  ;  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  185. 

«  Hahn,  Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  454,  anm.  63;  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  185 ;  Votk-- 
war.  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  65  f. 
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X.  25  f.  (especially  v.  26)  and  xviii.  18  ff,  in  which  the 

keeping  of  the  law  is  made  essential  to  life  ?  or  xvii.  14, 

where  Jesus  bids  the  lepers  conform  to  the  requirements 

of  the  law  ?  or  xvi.   29,  where  the  answer  is  given  to 

the  rich  man  pleading  for  his  relatives  :  "  They  have 

Moses  and  the  prophets,  let  them  hear  them  "  ?^    Hilgen- 

feld,  however,  with  others,  admits  that  it  has  been  fiilly 

proved  that  the   reading  in  Marcion's  text  is  not  an 

arbitrary  alteration  at  all,  but  the  original  expression, 

and  that  the  version  in  Luke  xvi.  17,  on  the  contrary, 

is  a  variation  of  the  original  introduced  to  give   the 

passage  an  anti-Marcionitish  tendency.^     Here,  again,  it 

is  clear  that  the    supposed    falsification   is    rather   a 

fakification  on  the  part  of  the  editor  of  the  third  canonical 

Gk)speL^ 

One  more  illustration  may  be  given.  Marcion  is 
accused  of  omitting  from  xix.  9  the  words :  "  forasmuch 
as  he  also  is  a  son  of  Abraham,"  (/cavort  koI  avro?  vto9 
'Aj8/)aa/t  ia-Ttv)  leaving  merely :  "  And  Jesus  said  unto 
him :  This  day  is  salvation  come  to  this  house."* 
Marcion's  system,  it  is  said,  could  not  tolerate  th^  phrase 
which  was  erased.*  It  was  one,  however,  eminently 
in  the  spirit  of  his  Apostle  Paul,  and  in  his  favourite 
Epistle  to  the  Galatians  he  retained  the  very  parallel 

*  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  267;    Eichhom,  Einl.  N.  T., 
•p.  75. 

^«  HUgen/My  Die  Ev.  J.,  p.  470 ;  RiUchl,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  97  f. ;  Bawr, 
i'nters.  kan.  Evy.,  p.  402 ;  Das  Markusev.,  p.  196  ff.    JBatir,  in  the  last- 

•bentioiied  work,  argaes  that  eyen  TertuUian  himself  (Adv.  M.,  iv.  33), 

represents  Maroion's  reading  as  the  original. 
»  BiUchl,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  98. 

♦  Hahn,  Ev.  M.  in  ThilOy  p.  463;  VUhmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  162  ;  HiU 
genfeld.  Die  Evv.  J.,  p.  442. 

»  Hahn,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  195;  Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  463,  anm.  74.  "Quae 
non  x>otidt  ferre  Marcion,  org  us  Christas  potios  servayit  eum  quern  filii 
Abrs^ami  damnabant." 
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passage  iii.  7,  "  Ye  know  therefore  that  they  which  are 
of  faith,  these  are  the  sons  of  Abraham."  \  How  could 
he,  therefore,  find  any  difficulty  in  such  words  addressed 
to  the  repentant  Zacchseus,  who  had  just  believed  in  the 
mission  of  Christ  ?  Moreover,  why  should  he  have 
erased  the  words  here,  and  left  them  standing  in  xiii.  16, 
in  regard  to  the  woman  healed  of  the  "spirit  of  infir- 
mity :"  "  and  ought  not  this  woman,  beiJig  a  daughter  of 
Abraham^  whom  Satan  hath  bound,  lo !  these  eighteen 
years,  to  be  loosed  from  this  bond  on  the  Sabbath  day  ?" 
No  reasoning  can  explain  away  the  substantial  identity 
of  the  two  phrases.  Upon  what  principle  of  dogmatic 
interest,  then,  can  Marcion  have  erased  the  one  while  he 
retained  the  other  ?  ^ 

We  have  taken  a  very  few  passages  for  illustration 
and  treated  them  very  briefly,  but  it  may  roundly  be 
said  that  there  is  scarcely  a  single  variation  of  Marcion's 
text  regarding  which  similar  reasons  are  not  given,  and 
which  do  not  present  similar  anomalies  in  consequence 
of  what  has  elsewhere  been  retained.^  As  we  have 
already  stated,  much  that  is  really  contradictory  to 
Marcion's  system  was  found  in  his  text,  and  much  which 
either  is  not  opposed  or  is  favourable  to  it  is  omitted 

*  Of.  Eom.  iv.  11,  12,  16.  It  has  been  argued  from  Terttdlian's 
obscure  reference  that  Marcion  omitted  the  last  phrase  of  Oal.  iii  7,  but 
Epiph,  does  not  say  so,  and  the  statement  of  Jerome  {Comm,  in  Ep.  ad 
OcU,)  was  evidently  not  from  the  direct  source,  but  was  probably  derived 
frt)m  a  hasty  perusal  of  TertuUian,  and  there  is  no  real  ground  whatever 
for  affirming  it.  Even  TertuUian  himself  does  not  positively  do  so. 
Bitschl,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  154  ff. ;  Baur,  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  412  ff. 
Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  274. 

«  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  268 ;  BiUchl,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  98  f. 
of.  Hilgen/dd,  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  427. 

•  Baur,  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  411  ff. ;    Das  Markusev.,  p.  191  f. 
Nicolas,  Bt.  sur  les  Ev.  apocr.,  p.   155;    BiUchl,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1851, 
p.  530  ff. ;  cf.  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  46  ;  WestcoUy  On  the  Canon,  p.  274  f. 
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and  cannot  be  set  down  to  arbitrary  alteration.  More- 
over, it  has  never  been  shown  that  the  supposed  altera- 
tions were  made  by  Marcion  himself/  and  till  this  is 
done  the  pith  of  the  whole  theory  is  wanting.  There  is 
no  principle  of  intelligent  motive  which  can  account  for 
the  anomalies  presented  by  Marcion  s  Gospel,  considered 
as  a  version  of  Luke  mutilated  and  falsified  in  the 
interest  of  his  system.  The  contrast  of  what  is  retained 
with  that  which  is  omitted  reduces  the  hypothesis  ad 
ahsurdam.  Marcion  was  too  able  a  man  to  do  his  work 
so  imperfectly,  if  he  had  proposed  to  assimilate  the 
Gospel  of  Luke  to  his  own  views.  As  it  is  avowedly 
necessary  to  explain  away  by  false  and  forced  interpreta- 
tions requiring  intricate  definitions,^  very  much  of  what 
was  allowed  to  remain  in  his  text,  it  is  inconceivable 
that  he  should  not  have  cut  the  Gordian  knot  with  the 
same  unscrupulous  knife  with  which  it  is  asserted  he 
excised  the  rest.  The  ingenuity  of  most  able  and  learned 
critics  endeavouring  to  discover  whether  a  motive  in 
the  interest  of  his  system  cannot  be  conceived  for  every 
alteration,  is,  notwithstanding  the  evident  scope  afforded 
by  the  procedure,  often  foiled.  Yet  a  more  elastic  hypo- 
thesis could  not  possibly  have  been  advanced,  and  that 
the  text  obstinately  refuses  to  fit  into  it,  is  even  more 
than  could  have  been  expected.  Marcion  is  like  a 
prisoner  at  the  bar  without  witnesses,  who  is  treated 
firom  the  first  as  guilty,  attacked  by  able  and  passionate 
adversaries  who  warp  every  possible  circumstance  against 
him,  and  yet  who  cannot  be  convicted.  The  foregone 
conclusion  by  which  every  supposed  omission  from  his 
Gospel  is  explained,  is,  as  we  have  shown,  almost  in 

»  Westcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  274. 
3  Hilgenfeldy  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  443  f. 
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every  case  contradicted  by  passages  which  have  been 
allowed  to  remain,  and  this  is  rendered  more  significant 
by  the  fact,  which  is  generally  admitted,  that  Marcion's 
text  contains  many  readings  which  are  manifestly  superior 
to,  and  more  original  than,  the  form  in  which  the  passages 
stand  in  our  third  Synoptic*  The  only  one  of  these  to 
which  we  shall  refer  is  the  interesting  variation  fix)m  the 
passage  in  Luke  xL  2,  in  the  substitution  of  a  prayer 
for  the  Holy  Spirit  for  the  "  hallowed  be  thy  name," — 
ik0€T(o  TO  ay  LOP  irv€Vfia  cov  i<l>  ri/JLa^  instead  of  dytcurft/Tcu 
TO  ovofid  cov.  The  former  is  recognized  to  be  the  true 
original  reading.  This  phrase  is  evidently  referred  to  in 
V.  13.  We  are,  therefore,  indebted  to  Marcion  for  the 
correct  version  even  of  "  the  Lord's  Prayer."  ^ 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Marcion's  Gospel  bore  great 
analogy  to  our  Luke,  although  it  was  very  considerably 
shorter.  It  is,  however,  unnecessary  to  repeat  that  there 
were  many  Gospels  in  the  second  century  which,  although 
nearly  related  to  those  which  have  become  canonical,  were 
independent  works,  and  the  most  favourable  interpreta- 
tion which  can  be  given  of  the  relationship  between  our 
three  Synoptics  leaves  them  very  much  in  a  line  with 
Marcion's  work.     His  Gospel  was  chiefly  distinguished 

*  Baur,  Das  Markosev.,  p.  195  £f.,  p.  223  ff. ;  Anger,  Synops.  Ev. 
Proleg.,  p.  XXV.  ff. ;  Hilgen/eld,  Die  Etv.  J.,  p.  473;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853/ 
p.  222  ff. ;  Die  Evangelien,  p.  30;  Kdstlin,  Der  Urspr.  synopt.  Ew.,  p. 
303;  Michadis,  Einl.  N.  T.,  1788,  i.  p.  40,  p.  342  f.,  p.  751  ;  Eichhom, 
Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  72  ff. ;  IteuM,  Eev.  de  Th^oL,  1857,  p.  4 ;  Bitschl,  TheoL 
Jahrb.,  1851,  p.  530  ff. ;  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  46  ;  Bertholdt,  Einl.,  1813,  iii.  p. 
1294  ff. ;  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  187—199,  p.  256  f. ;  Der  Urspning, 
p.  75 ;  De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  132  ff.  ;  ZeUer,  Die  Apostelgesch.*,  p. 
13  ff.,  p.  23  ff. ;  cf.  Wettcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  275. 

»  RiUchl,  DasEv.  M.,  p.  71 ;  Baur,  Das  Markusev.,  p.  207 ;  Vclhmar, 
Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  197  f.,  p.  256  f. ;  Der  Ursprong,  p.  75 ;  Hilgenfeld,  Die 
Ew.  J.,  p.  441,  p.  415  f. ;  Anger,  Synops.  Ev.,  p.  41 ;  cf.  Terttdlian,  Adv. 
Maro.,  iv.  26. 
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by  a  shorter  text,^  but  besides  large  and  important  omis- 
sions there  are  a  few  additions,^  and  very  many  variations 
of  text.  The  whole  of  the  first  two  chapters  of  Luke,  as 
well  as  all  the  third,  was  wanting,  with  the  exception  of 
part  of  the  first  verse  of  the  third  chapter,  which,  joined 
to  iv.  31,  formed  the  commencement  of  the  Gospel  Of 
chapter  iv.  verses  1 — 13,  17 — 20  and  24  were  likewise 
probably  absent.  .  Some  of  the  other  more  important 
omissions  are  xi.  29 — 32,  49 — 51,  xiii.  1 — 9,  29 — 35, 
XV.  11—32,  xvii.  5 — 10  (probably),  xviii.  31 — 34,  xix. 
29—48,  XX.  9—19,  37—38,  xxi.  1—4,  18,  21—22, 
xxii.  16 — 18,  28—30,  35—38,  49—51,  and  there  is 
great  doubt  about  the  concluding  verses  of  xxiv.  from 
44  to  the  end,  but  it  may  have  terminated  with  v.  49. 
It  is  not  certain  whether  the  order  was  the  same  as 
Luke,^  but  there  are  instances  of  decided  variation, 
especially  at  the  opening.  As  the  peculiarities  of  the 
opening  variations  have  had  an  important  effect  in  in- 
clining some  critics  towards  the  acceptance  of  the  muti- 
lation hypothesis,*  it  may  be  well  for  us  briefly  to  examine 
the  more  important  amongst  them. 

Marcion's  Gospel  is  generally  said  to  have  commenced 
thus  :  "  In  the  fifteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  Tiberius 
Csesar,  Jesus  came  down  to  Capernaum,  a  city  of  Galilee."* 

>  £ichhom,  Einl.  K  T.,  i.  p.  53  AT.,  p.  68  flf.,  68  ff. ;  Volkmar,  Daa  Et. 
M.,  p.  2  ff. 

«  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  80  f. ;  Eichhom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  11 ;  Bleek, 
Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  128. 

»  Of.  Epiphaniusy  Hser.,  xlii.,  ed.  Pet.,  p.  312  ;  Eichhom^  Einl.  N.  T.,  i. 
p.  46  ;■  Vdlkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  141 ;  HUgenfeld,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p. 
199. 

*  ReusBy  Bev.  de  Th^ol.,  1857,  p.  54  ;  Baur^  Das  Markusev.,  p.  209 ; 
Querickey  Gbsammtgesoli,  p.  232. 

*  Halm  incorrectly  reads,  *'  God  came  down  '*  {6  Bths  KoerrjKBtv)  Ev.  M. 
in  ThUo,  p.  403  ;  cf.  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  150,  anm.  3 ;  Baur,  Unters, 
kan.  Ew.,  p.  406,  anm.  *;  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  398,  anm.  1, 
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There  are  various  slightly  diiBTering  readings  of  this. 
Ephiphanius  gives  the  opening  words,  *Ev  toJ  iro^cicac- 
Seicaro)  ertc  Tt^Se/otov  Kaccra/oo?,  /cat  ra  c^9.^  Tertullian 
has  :  Anno  quintodecimo  principatus  Tiberiani.  .  .  .  de- 
scendisse  in  civitatem  Galilsese  Capharnaum."^  The 
Koi  ra  €^9  of  Epiphanius  has  permitted  the  conjecture 
that  there  might  have  been  an  additional  indication  of 
the  time,  such  as  '*  Pontius  Pilate  being  governor  of 
Judaea,"^  but  this  has  not  been  generally  adopted.*  It 
is  not  necessary  for  us  to  discuss  the  sense  in  which  the 
"  came  down "  {KarfjXde)  was  interpreted,  since  it  is  the 
word  used  in  Luke.  Marcion's  Gospel  then  proceeds 
with  iv.  31  :  "and  taught  them  on  the  sabbath  days, 
(v.  32),  and  they  were  exceedingly  astonished  at  his  teach- 
ing, for  his  word  was  power."  Then  follow  vs.  33 — 39 
containing  the  healing  of  the  man  with  an  unclean 
spirit,*  and  of  Simon's  wife's  mother,  with  the  important 
omission  of  the  expression  "of  Nazareth"  (No^o/Myj/e)^ 
after  "  Jesus  "  in  the  cry  of  the  possessed  (v.  34).  The 
vs.  16 — 30^  immediately  ^ZZott;  iv.  39,  with  important 

»  Hser.,  xlii.,  ed.  Pet.,  p.  312. 

9  Adv.  M.,  iv.  7. 

■  Cf.  Dial,  de  recta  fide  ;  Ong.,  0pp.,  i.  p.  868 ;  IrenmuBy  Adv.  H»r.,  L 
27,  §  2. 

<  Volkmar  has  it.  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  154,  224,  p.  126 ;  Hahn  omits  it,  Ev. 
M.  in  Thiloy  1.  c,  as  do  also  Baur  (Unters.  kan.  Ev.,  p.  406,  who  after  the 
statement  of  Epiph.  also  rightly  leaves  open  the  r^r  rfytfiovias  and  Kaia-apos), 
and  Hilgenfeld  (who  conjectured  the  second  date).  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  398 ;  cf. 
Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  197. 

*  Volkmar  omits  v.  37  ;  Hahn^  Hilgenfeld,  and  others  retain  it.  RiUcU 
rejects  38,  39,  the  healing  of  Simon's  wife's  mother,  which  are  passed 
over  in  silence  by  Tertullian  (Adv.  M.,  iv.  8),  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  76  f.,  in 
which  he  is  joined  by  Baur  only.  The  whole  of  this  examination  illus- 
trates the  uncertainties  of  the  text  and  of  the  data  on  which  critics 
attempt  to  reconstruct  it. 

«  Volkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  150;  cf.  56,  131;  Hahn,  in  Thilo,  p.  404, 
anm.  4  ;  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  441 ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  198. 

7  Volkmar  also  includes  the  latter  part  of  v.  14,  and  all  of  15,  **  And 
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omissions  and  variations.  In  iv.  16,  where  Jesus  comes 
to  Nazareth,  the  words  "  where  he  had  been  brought  up  " 
are  omitted,  as  is  also  the  concluding  phrase  "  and  stood 
up  to  read/'*  Verses  17 — 19,  in  which  Jesus  reads  from 
Isaiah,  are  altogether  wanting.^  Volkmar  omits  the  whole 
of  V.  20,  Hilgenfeld  only  the  first  half  down  to  the 
sitting  down,  retaining  the  rest ;  Hahn  retains  from  "  and 
he  sat  down''  to  the  end.^  Of  v.  21  only:  *^He  began 
to  speak  to  them  "  is  retained.*  From  v.  22  the  conclud- 
ing phrase:  "And  said  :  Is  not  this  Joseph's  son"  is 
omitted,*  as  are  also  the  words  "  in  thy  country  **'  from 
V.  23.*  Verse  24,  containing  the  proverb  :  "  A  prophet 
has  no  honour "  is  wholly  omitted,^  but  the  best  critics 
differ  regarding  the  two  following  verses  25 — 26  ;  they 
are  omitted  according  to  Hahn,  Ritschl  and  De  Wette,® 
but  retained  by  Volkmar  and  Hilgenfeld.^    Verse  27, 

there  went  out  a  feme  of  him,"  &c.,  &o.  (Das  Ev.  M.,p.  152,  of.  154),  but 
in  this  he  is  unsupported  by  others.    Of.  TerttUlian,  Adv.  Mai*c.,  iy.  8. 

*  Hahn,  in  Thilo,  p.  404,  405,  anm.  7 ;  Volkmar,  DasEv.  M.,p.  150,  cf. 
154 ;  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ew.  Justinjs,  p.  441,  cf.  399;  De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T., 
p.  124 ;  Hitachi,  DasEy.  M.,  p.  76. 

«  Hahn,  in  Thilo,  404 ;  Daa  Ey.  M.,  p.  136  ;  Volkmar,  Das  Ey.  M.,  p. 
150 ;  Biischl,  Das  Ey.  M.,  76,  anm.  1  ;  Hilgenfeld,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p. 
199 ;  In  Die  Eyy.  J.,  p.  399  (of.  441),  he  considers  it  probable,  but  does 
not  speak  with  certainty.     Tertullian  is  silent,  Ady.  M.,  iy.  8. 

3  Volkmar,  Das  Ey.  M.,  p.  150,  16^]  Hilgenfeld,  TheoL  Jahrb.,  1853, 
p.  199 ;  Hahn,  in  Thilo,  p.  404. 

*  Volkmar  reads  kclL  ffp^aro  Krjpva-areuf  avroigf  Das.  Ey.  M.,  p.  154  ;  Hahn 
has  Xcycu'  irpbs  alrrovt,  in  Thilo,  p.  404 ;  Bitschl,  Das  By.  M.,  76  anm.  1  ; 
Hilgenfeld  suggests  \aK€h  for  Xeyeiv,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  199. 

»  Hahn,  Ey.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  405;  Volkmar,  Das  Ey.  M.,  p.  150,  154 ; 
Hilgenfeld,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  199 ;  Die  Eyy.  J.,  p.  441  ;  Eitechl,  Das 
Ev.  M.,  p.  76,  anm.  1. 

«  Hahn,  in  Thilo,  p.  405  ;  Volkmar, BeLsBy.  M.,  p.  150, 154  ;  Hilgenfeld, 
Theol.  Jahrb.  1853,  p.  199. 

'  75. 

8  Halm,  in  Thilo,  p.  405 ;  Hitachi,  Das  Ey.  M.,  76  anm.  1 ;  De  Wetie, 
Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  124. 

»  Volkmar,  Das  Ey.  M.,  p.  154 ;  Hilgenfeld,  Th.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  199. 
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referring  to  the  leprosy  of  Naaman,  whicli,  it  will  he 
remembered,  is  interpolated  at  xvii.  14,  is  omitted  here 
by  most  critics,  but  retained  by  Volkmar.*  Verses  28 — 
30  come  next,^  and  the  four  verses  iv.  40 — 44,  which 
then  immediately  follow,  complete  the  chapter.  This 
brief  analysis,  with  the  accompanying  notes,  illustrates 
the  uncertainty  of  the  text,  and,  throughout  the  whoje 
Gospel,  conjecture  similarly  plays  the  larger  part.  We 
do  not  propose  to  criticise  minutely  the  various  conclu- 
sions arrived  at  as  to  the  state  of  the  text,  but  must 
emphatically  remark  that  where  there  is  so  little  certainty 
there  cannot  be  any  safe  ground  for  delicate  deductions 
regarding  motives  and  sequences  of  matter.  Nothing 
is  more  certain  than  that,  if  we  criticise  and  compare 
the  Synoptics  on  the  same  principle,  we  meet  with  the 
most  startling  results  and  the  most  irreconcileable  diffi- 
culties.^ The  opening  of  Marcion's  Gospel  is  more  free 
from  abruptness  and  crudity  than  that  of  Luke. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the  first  three  chapters 
of  Luke  present  very  many  differences  from  the  other 
Synoptics.  Mark  omits  them  altogether,  and  they  do 
not  even  agree  with  the  account  in  Matthew.  We  know 
that  some  of  the  oldest  Gospels  of  which  we  have  any 
knowledge,  such  as  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews, 
are  said  not  to  have  had  tlie  narrative  of  the  first  two 
chapters  at  all,*  and  there  is  much  more  than  doubt  as  to 
their  originality.     The  mere  omission  of  the  history  of 

»  Volkmavy  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  154  ;  Hahn,  in  Thih,  405 ;  De  Wette.  EinL 
N.  T.,  p.  124  ;  RitsM,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  76,  anm.  1  ;  Hilgenfeld,  Theol. 
Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  199  f. 

*  Volkmar  adds  to  "  went  his  way  "  the  words  "  to  Capernaum,**  Das 
Ev.  M.,  p.  155. 

»  Of.  Baur,  Das  Markusev.,  p.  211  flf. ;  Volkmar,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1850, 
p.  126  ff. 

Ep^hanius,  Heer.,  xxix.  9 ;  of.  xxz.  13  f. 
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the  infancy,  &c.,  from  Mark,  however,  renders  it  unne- 
cessary to  show-  that  the  absence  of  these  chapters  from 
Marcion's  Gospel  has  the  strongest  support  and  justifica- 
tion. Now  Luke's  account  of  the  early  events  and 
geography  of  the  Gospel  history  is  briefly  as  follows : 
Nazareth  is  the  permanent  dwelling-place  of  Joseph  and 
Mary,*  but  on  account  of  the  census  they  travel  to 
Bethlehem,  where  Jesus  is  born;^  and  after  visiting 
Jerusalem  to  present  him  at  the  Temple,^  they  return 
"to  their  own  city  Nazareth."*  After  the  baptism  and 
temptation  Jesus  comes  to  Nazareth  "  where  he  had 
been  brought  up,"®  and  in  the  course  of  his  address  to 
the  people  he  says :  *^  Ye  will  surely  say  unto  me  this 
proverb :  Physician  heal  thyself :  whatsoever  we  have 
heard  done  in  Capernaum  do  also  here  in  thy  country."  * 
No  mention,  however,  has  before  this  been  made  of 
Capernaum,  and  no  account  has  been  given  of  any 
works  done  there ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  after  escaping 
from  the  angry  mob  at  Nazareth,  Jesus  goes  for  the  first 
time  to  Capernaum,  which,  on  being  thus  first  mentioned, 
is  particularized  as  "a  city  of  Galilee,"^  where  he  heals 
a  man  who  had  an  unclean  spirit,  in  the  synagogue,  who 
addresses  him  as  "  Jesus  of  Nazareth ; "  ®  and  the  fame 
of  him  goes  throughout  the  country.^  He  cures  Simon's 
wife's  mother  of  a  fever  *®  and  when  the  sun  is  set  they 
bring  the  sick  and  he  heals  them." 

The  account  in  Matthew  contradicts  this  in  many 
points,  some  of  which  had  better  be  pointed  out  here. 
Jesus  is  bom    in   Bethlehem,   which    is  the   ordinary 

>  Luke  i.  26,  ii.  4.  «  ii.  4. 

»  ii.  22.  *  ii.  39 ;  ct  42,  61.  '  iv.  16. 

•  iv.  23.  7  iv.  31.  8  iy.  33  ff. 

•  iv.  37.  "»  iv.  38  f.  »  iv.  40-44. 
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dwelling-place  of  the  family  ;*  his  parents  fly  thence 
with  him  into  Egypt,^  and  on  their  return,  they  dwell 
**  in  a  city  called  Nazareth  ;  that  it  might  be  ^fulfilled 
which  was  spoken  by  the  prophets :  He  shall  be  called  a 
Nazarene/'*  After  John's  imprisonment,  Jesus  leaves 
Nazareth,  and  goes  to  dwell  in  Capernaum.*  From  that 
time  he  begins  to  preach.*  Here  then,  he  commences 
his  public  career  in  Capernaum. 

In  Mark,  Jesus  comes  from  Nazareth  to  be  baptized,* 
and  after  the  imprisonment  of  John,  he  comes  into 
Galilee  preaching.^  In  Capernaum,  he  heals  the  man  of 
the  unclean  spirit,  and  Simon's  wife's  mother,*  and  then 
retires  to  a  solitary  place,^  returns  after  some  days  to 
Capernaum  **  without  going  to  Nazareth  at  all,  and  it  is 
only  at  a  later  period  that  he  comes  to  his  own  country, 
and  quotes  the  proverb  regarding  a  prophet.^^ 

It  is  evident  from  this  comparison,  that  there  is  very 
considerable  difference  between  the  three  Synoptics,  re- 
garding the  outset  of  the  career  of  Jesus,  and  that  there 
must  have  been  decided  elasticity  in  the  tradition,  and 
variety  in  the  early  written  accounts  of  this  part  of  the 
Gospel  narrative.  Luke  alone  commits  the  error  of 
making  Jesus  appear  in  the  synagogue  at  Nazareth, 
and  refer  to  works  wrought  at  Capernaum,  before 
any  mention  had  been  made  of  his  having  preached 
or    worked    wonders    there    to    justify    the    allusions 

I  Matt.  ii.  1,  5  ff.  «  ii.  13  ff. 

'  ii.  33.  We  need  not  pause  liere  to  point  out  that  there  is  no  such 
prophecy  known  in  the  Old  Testament.  The  reference  may  very  probably 
be  a  singularly  mistaken  application  of  the  word  in  Isaiah  xi.  1,  tho 
Hebrew  word  for  branch  being  "l§;3,  Nazer. 

4  {y^  x2 — 13,  for  the  fulfilment  of  another  supposed  prophecy,  t.  14  ff. 

«  iv.  17.  •  Mark  L  9.  M.  14  f. 

8  i.  21  ff.  •  i.  35.  ^  n.  1. 

II  yi.  1—^ ;  cf.  Matt.  xiii.  64, 
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and  the  consequent  agitation.  It  is  obvious  that  there 
has  been  confusion  in  the  arrangement  of  the  third 
Synoptic  and  a  transposition  of  the  episodes,  clearly- 
pointing  to  a  combination  of  passages  from  other  sources.* 
Now  Marcion's  Gospel  did  not  contain  these  anomalies. 
It  represented  Jesus  as  first  appearing  in  Capernaum, 
teaching  in  the  synagogue,  and  performing  mighty  works 
there,  and  then  going  to  Nazareth,  and  addressing  the 
people  with  the  natural  reference  to  the  previous  events  at 
Capernaum,  and  in  this  it  is  not  only  more  consecutive, 
but  also  adheres  more  closely  to  the  other  two  Synoptics. 
That  Luke  happens  to  be  the  only  one  of  our  canonical 
Gospels,  which  has  the  words  with  which  Marcion's 
Gospel  commences,  is  no  proof  whatever  that  these  words 
were  original  in  that  work,  and  not  found  in  several  of 
the  troXXol  which  existed  before  the  third  Synoptic  was 
compiled.  Indeed,  the  close  relationship  between  the 
first  three  Gospels  is  standing  testimony  to  the  fact  that 
one  Grospel  was  built  upon  the  basis  of  others  previously 
existing.  This  which  has  been  called  "  the  chief  prop  of 
the  mutilation  hypothesis,''^  has  really  no  solid  ground 
whatever  to  stand  on  beyond  the  accident  that  only  one 
of  three  Gospels  survives  out  of  many  which  may  have 
had  the  phrase.  The  fact  that  Marcion  s  Gospel  really 
had  the  words  of  Luke,  moreover,  is  mere  conjecture, 
inasmuch  as  Epiphanius,  who  alone  gives  the  Greek,  shows 
a  distinct  variation  of  reading.     He  has  :  *Ev  r^  ireyTe- 

*  Cf.  Luke  iv.  23 ;  Matt.  viii.  64  ;  Mark  vi.  1 — 6.  We  do  not  go  into 
the  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  motives  ascribed  for  the  agitation 
at  Nazareth,  or  the  contradiction  between  the  facts  narrated  as  to  the 
attempt  to  kiU  Jebus,  and  the  statement  of  their  wonder  at  his  gracious 
words,  T.  22,  &c.  There  is  no  evidence  where  the  various  diecrepancies 
arose,  and  no  certain  conclusions  can  be  based  upon  such  arguments. 

^  **Dio  Haup8fii*zo  der  Voibll^mmelungshypothese,"  i/awr,  Das 
Markusev.,  p.  2i*9. 
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KcuScKar^  Iret  Tifiepiov  Kaurapo^;,  /cat  ra  e^^s.^  Luke 
reads :  *Ev  erct  Sc  TrcvrcKotScKaTo)  1^9  rfyefiovias  TvfiepCov 
Kaiarapos.  We  do  not  of  course  lay  much  stress  upon 
this,  but  the  fact  that  there  is  a  variation  should  be 
noticed.  Critics  quietly  assume,  because  there  is  a  dif- 
ference, that  Epiphanius  has  abbreviated,  but  that  is  by 
no  means  sure.  In  any  case,  instances  could  be  multi- 
plied to  show  that  if  one  of  our  Synoptic  Gospels  were 
lost>  one  of  the  survivors  would  in  this  manner  have 
credit  for  passages  which  it  had  in  reality  either  derived 
from  the  lost  Gospel,  or  with  it  drawn  from  a  conmion 
original  source. 

Now  starting  from  the  undeniable  fact  that  the 
Synoptic  Gospels  are  in  no  case  purely  original  inde- 
pendent works,  but  are  based  upon  older  writings,  or 
upon  each  other,  each  Gospel  remodelling  and  adding  to 
already  existing  materials,  as  the  author  of  the  third 
Gx)spel,  indeed,  very  frankly  and  distinctly  indicates,^  it 
seems  indeed  a  bold  thing  to  affirm  that  Marcion's 
Gospel,  whose  existence  is  authenticated  long  before  we 
have  any  evidence  of  Luke's,^  must  have  been  derived 
from  the  latter.  Ewald  has  made  a  minute  analysis  of 
the  Synoptics  assigning  the  materials  of  each  to  what  he 
considers  their  original  source.  We  do  not  of  course 
attach  any  very  specific  importance  to  such  results,  for  it 
is  clear  that  they  must  to  a  great  extent  be  arbitrary 
and  incapable  of  proof,  but  being  efiected  without  any 
reference  to  the  question  before  us,  it  may  be  interesting 

'  Hser.,  zlii.  ed.  Pei,  p.  312. 

'  L\ike  i.  1—4.  He  professes  to  write  in  order  the  things  in  which 
Theophilus  had  already  been  instructed,  not  to  tell  something  new,  but 
merely  that  he  might  know  the  certainty  thereof. 

*  ikhwegler.  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  276 ;  Vclkmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  i., 
p.  176  fP, ;  Der  Ursprung,  p.  75. 
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to  compare  Ewald's  conclusions  regarding  the  parallel 
part  of  Luke,  with  the  first  chapter  of  Marcion's  Gospel. 
Ewald  details  the  materials  from  which  our  Synoptic 
Gospels  were  derived,  and  the  order  of  their  composition 
as  follows,  each  Synoptic  of  course  making  use  of  the 
earlier  materials :  I.  the  oldest  Gospel  IL  the  collection  of 
Discourses  (Spruchsammlung).  III.  Mark.  IV.  the  Book  of 
earlier  History.  V.  our  present  Matthew.  VI.  the  sixth  re- 
cognizable book.  Vll.  the  seventh  book.  VIII.  the  eighth 
book ;  and  IX  Luke.^  Now  the  only  part  of  our  third  ca- 
nonical Gospel  corresponding  with  any  part  of  the  first 
chapter  of  Marcion  s  Gospel  which  Ewald  ascribes  to  the 
author  of  our  actual  Luke  is  the  opening  date.^  The  pas- 
sage to  which  the  few  opening  words  are  joined,  and 
which  constitute  the  commencement  of  Marcion's  Gospel, 
Luke  iv.  31 — 39,  is  a  section  commencing  with  verse  31, 
and  extending  to  the  end  of  the  chapter,  thereby  including 
verses  40—44,  which  Ewald  assigns  to  Mark.^  Verses 
16 — 24,  which  immediately  follow,  also  form  a  complete 

>  Ewald^  Die  drei  ersten  Evangelien,  1850,  p.  1 ;  cf.  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss., 
1848—49. 

'  The  verses  iv.  14 — 15,  which  Yolkmar  wished  to  inolade,  but  which 
all  other  critics  reject  (see  p.  128,  note  7),  from  Marciou's  text,  Ewald 
likewise  identifies  as  an  isolated  couple  of  verses  by  the  author  of  our 
Luke  inserted  between  episodes  derived  from  other  wiitten  souices.  Cf. 
EwaJdf  1.  c. 

•  Ewald,  Die  drei  erst.  Ew.,  p.  104  f. ;  cf.  p.  1.  We  hold  that  Marcion's 
Qospel  read  continuously,  v.  31 — ^14,  and  that  v.  16  ff.  then  imme- 
diately followed.  This  would  make  the  reference  at  Nazareth  to  the 
works  done  at  Capernaum  much  more  complete,  and  would  remove  the 
incongruity  of  attributing  v.  40 — 44,  to  the  evening  of  the  day  of  escape 
from  Nazareth  and  return  to  Gapemaiun  or  to  Nazareth  itself.  The  only 
reason  for  not  joining  40—44  to  the  preceding  section  31 — 39,  is  the 
broken  order  of  reference  by  TertuUian  (Adv.  Marc,  iv-  8),  but  there  is  no 
statement  that  he  follows  the  actual  oi-dei*  of  Marcion  in  this,  and  his 
argument  would  fully  account  for  the  order  of  his  references  without 
dividing  this  passage.  Cf.  Volhuar^  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  146  ff.  ;  IIilQet\fdd, 
Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  462  ff. ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  198  f. 
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and  isolated  passage  assigned  by  Ewald,  to  the  "  sixth 
recognizable  book/'^  Verses  25 — 27,  also  are  the  whole 
of  another  isolated  section  attributed  by  Ewald,  to  the 
"  Book  of  earlier  history,"  whilst  28 — 30,  in  like  manner 
form  another  complete  and  isolated  episode,  assigned  by 
him  to  the  "  eighth  recognizable  book/'^  According  to 
Ewald,  therefore,  Luke's  Gospel  at  this  place  .is  a  mere 
patchwork  of  older  writings,  and  if  this  be  in  any  degree 
accepted,  as  in  the  abstract,  indeed,  it  is  by  the  great 
mass  of  critics,  then  the  Gospel  of  Marcion  is  an  arrange- 
ment diflferent  from  Luke  of  materials  not  his,  but 
previously  existing,  and  of  which,  therefore,  there  is  no 
warrant  to  limit  the  use  and  reproduction  to  the  canon- 
ical Gospel 

The  course  pursued  by  critics,  with  regard  to  Marcion's 
Gospel,  is  necessarily  very  unsatisfactory.  They  com- 
mence with  a  definite  hypothesis,  and  try  whether  all 
the  peculiarities  of  the  text  may  not  be  more  or  less 
well  explained  by  it.  On  the  other  hand,  the  attempt  to 
settle  the  question  by  a  comparison  of  the  reconstructed 
text  with  Luke's  is  equally  inconclusive.  The  deter- 
mination of  priority  of  composition  from  internal 
evidence,  where  there  are  no  chronological  references, 
must  as  a  general  rule  be  arbitrary,  and  can  rarely  be 
accepted  as  final.  Internal  evidence  would,  indeed, 
decidedly  favour  the  priority  of  Marcion's  Gospel.  The 
great  uncertainty  of  the  whole  system,  even  when  applied 
under  the  most  favourable  circumstances,  is  well  illus- 
trated by  the  contradictory  results  at  which  critics  have 
arrived  as  to  the  order  of  production  and  dependence  on 
each  other  of  our  three  Synoptics.     Without  going  into 

>  Ewald,  Die  drei  erst.  Ew.,  p.  104,  of.  p.  1 ;  v.  24  is  omitted. 
«  Ewald,  ih,  p.  104,  cf.  p.  1. 
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details,  we  may  say  that  critics  who  are  all  agreed  upon 
the  mutual  dependence  of  those  Gospels  have  variously 
arranged  them  in  the  following  order :  L  Matthew — 
Mark — Luke.^  11.  Matthew — Luke — Mark.^  III.  Mark 
— Matthew — Luke.^  IV.  Mark — Luke — Matthew.*  V. 
Luke — Matthew — Mark.*  VL  All  three  out  of  com- 
mon written  sources.^  Were  we  to  state  the  various 
theories  still  more  in  detail,  we  might  largely  increase 
the  variety  of  conclusions.  These,  however,  suffice  to 
show  the  uncertainty  of  results  derived  from  internal 
evidence. 

It  is  always  assumed  that  Marcion  altered  a  Gospel  to 
suit  his  own  particular  system,  but  as  one  of  his  most 
orthodox  critics,  while  asserting  that  Luke's  narrative  lay 
at  the  basis  of  his  Gospel,  admits :  "  it  is  not  equally 
clear  that  aU  the  changes  were  due  to  Marcion  him- 
self ; "  ^  and,  although  he  considers  that  "  some  of  the 
omissions  can  be  explained  by  his  peculiar  doctrines,"  he 

^  Of  course  we  only  protend  to  indicate  a  few  of  tlio  critics  who  adopt 
each  order.  So  Bengel,  Bolton,  Ebrard,  Grotius,  Hengstenberg,  Hug, 
Hilgenfeld,  Holtzmann,  Mill,  Seller,  Townson,  Wetstein. 

*  So  Ammon,  Baur,  Bleek,  Delitzsch,  Fritesche,  Gfrorer,  Griesbach, 
Kom,  Kostlin,  Neudecker,  Saunicr,  Schwarz,  Schwegler,  Sieffoi-t,  Stroth, 
Theile,  Owen,  Paulus,  De  Wetto,  Augustine  (de  cons.  Ev.,  i.  4). 

'  So  Credner,  Hitzig,  Lachmann,  (?)  Reuss,  Ritschl,  Meyer,  Storr, 
Thiersch,  Ewald. 

*  B.  Bauer,  Hitzig,  (?)  Schnockenburger,  Volkmar,  Weisse,  Wilke. 

*  Biisching,  Evanson. 

*  Bertholdt,  Clericus,  Corrodi,  Eichhom,  Gratz.  Hinlein,  Zuinoel, 
Lessing,  Marsh,  Michaelis,  Koppe,  Niemeyer,  Semler,  Schleiennacher, 
Schmidt,  Weber.  This  view  was  partly  shared  by  many  of  those  men- 
tioned under  other  orders. 

'  Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  276.  We  do  not  pause  to  discuss  Tertut" 
lian*6  insinuations  (Adv.  Marc.,  iv.  4),  that  Maixdon  himself  admitted  that 
he  had  amended  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  for  the  statement  was  repudiated  by 
the  Marcionitea,  abandoned  practically  by  Tertullian  himself,  and  has 
been  rejected  by  the  mass  of  critics.  Cf.  Ritschl,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  23  ff. ; 
Vofkmar,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1850,  p.  120;  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  3  f. ;  ^ityc/^cW, 
Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  446;  Schwegftr,  Das  nachap.  Zeit,  i.  2S3,  anm.  2. 
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continues  :  "  others  are  unlike  arbitrary  corrections,  and 
must  be  considered  as  various  readings  of  the  greatest 
interest,  dating  as  they  do  firom  a  time  anterior  to  all 
other  authorities  in  our  possession."*  Now,  although 
undoubtedly  the  more  developed  forms  of  the  Gospel 
narrative  grew  up  by  additions,  materially  influenced  by 
dogmatic  and  local  reasons,  it  is  an  argument  contrary  to 
actual  critical  results,  generally,  to  aflSrm  that  a  Gospel 
whose  distinguishing  characteristic  is  greater  brevity 
was  produced  by  omissions  in  the  interest  of  a  system 
from  a  longer  work  of  which  we  never  hear  till  long 
after.  It  is  more  simple  and  natural  to  suppose  that  the 
system  was  formed  upon  the  Gospel  as  Marcion  foimd  it, 
than  that  the  Gospel  was  afterwards  fitted  to  the  system. 
The  latter  hypothesis,  as  we  have  seen,  involves  absurd 
anomalies  which  are  universally  admitted.  So  imper- 
fectly did  Marcion  do  the  work  he  is  supposed  to  have 
undertaken  that  he  is  refuted  out  of  his  own  manipulated 
document.  This  might  well  be  the  case  if  he  had 
evolved  his  system  from  a  Gospel  independently  com- 
posed, and  which  in  the  main  seemed  to  support  him, 
but  not  in  a  work  upon  which  he  had  felt  able  freely  to 
use  the  knife.  On  examination  it  is  found  that  he  omits 
what  is  favourable,  retains  what  is  contradictor}^  and 
actually  interpolates  passages  contrary  to  his  principles. 
A  more  senseless  and  absurd  proceeding,  judged  by 
actual  facts,  was  never  ascribed  to  an  able  man.^  The 
statement  of  the  Fathers  that  Marcion's  Gospel  was  no 
original  work,  but  a  mutilated  version  of  Luke,  is 
unsupported  by  a  single  historical  or  critical  argument, 

>  JVestcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  275. 

2  SchwegleTy  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  270  flP. ;  Eichhorn,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i. 
p.  75  ;  RmH,  Bey.  de  Th^ol.,  1857,  p.  4 ;  cf.  TerfvlJfari,  Adv.  Marc.,  iv.  43. 
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and  was  based  merely  upon  their  ecclesiastical  theory 
that,  being  a  canonical  work  adopted  by  the  Church, 
Luke's  Gospel  must  be  the  older  work.  If  we  except 
the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  however,  Marcion's 
Gospel  is  the  oldest  evangelical  work  of  which  we  hear 
anything,  and  it  ranks  far  above  our  third  Synoptic  in 
this  respect^  There  is  no  evidence  that  it  was  not  one 
of  the  numerous  Gospels  in  circulation  before  our  third 
Synoptic  was  written,  and  out  of  which  that  Gospel  itself 
grew.^ 

Marcion's  Gospel,  we  contend,  may  well  have  been 
one  of  the  earlier  evangelical  works  which,  after  the 
development  of  doctrine  in  the  early  Church  had  led  to 
fuller  and  more  elaborate  versions,  and  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  elements  from  which  the  more  crude  primitive 
Gospels  were  free,  were  doubtless  treasured  by  some  as  a 
purer  and  simpler  exposition  of  Christianity.  No  one  of 
course  would  maintain  that  the  instant  a  new  edition  of 
the  Gospel,  "with  additions  and  improvements,"  was 
produced,  the  older  and  more  fragmentary  codices  at 
once  disappeared.  They  would  probably  gradually 
decline  in  favour,  but  many  conservative  minds,  espe- 
cially in  distant  districts,  would  long  cling  to  their 
teaching  in  preference  to  the  more  elaborate  but  later 
productions.  This  view  is  supported  by  many  conside- 
rations, and  is  rendered  all  the  more  probable  by  the  fact 
that  Marcion  found  his  Gospel  in  the  distant  province  of 

*  Schtvegler,  Doa  uacliap.  Zdt.,  i.  p.  276 ;  VoUcmar,  Das  Ev.  M.,  pp.  1, 
75,  175  ff.,  186,  257 ;  Der  XJrsprung,  p.  75  ;  HUgenfM,  Die  Ew.  J.,  p. 
474  f.  ;  Holtzmann,  Die  synopt.  Ew.,  p.  402  ;  cf.  Westcottj  On  the  Canon, 
p.  274  f. 

«  Eichhorn,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  74;  G'lVst/er,  Entst.  schr.  Evv.,  p.  26  ; 
Schleiermacher,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  198;  cf.  Ewald,jBhib,  bibl.  Wise,  185C— 
54,  p.  48. 
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Pontus,  which  in  the  days  when  MSS.  were  but  slowly 
multiplied  and  disseminated  lay  far  from  the  centres  of 
novelty.  Tertullian  delights  in  calling  the  Gospel  of  the 
Heresiarch  the  "  Evangelium  Ponticum"  *  and  the  Mar- 
cionites  maintained  that  their  Gospel  was  that  of  which 
the  Apostle  Paul  himself  made  use.^  The  circumstance 
that  it  was  actually  brought  by  Marcion  from  Pontus, 
and  the  name  given  to  it  by  Tertullian,  however,  show 
it  to  have  been  a  work  most  probably  in  circulation 
amongst  the  Christians  of  that  province,  who  no  doubt 
had  their  special  Gospel  like  all  the  early  Christian 
communities.  The  Church  in  Pontus  was  strongly 
Paulinian,  and  it  is  therefore  probable  that  they  may 
have  used  a  form  of  the  Gospel  narrative  associated 
with  that  Apostle  which,  elsewhere,  in  circles  of  greater 
intellectual  and  Christian  activity,  had  gradually  become 
transformed  and  matured  into  larger  proportions.'  No 
one  accuses  Marcion  of  having  written  his  own  Gospel, 
nor  did  he,  after  the  fashion  of  his  time,  call  it  after  bis 
own  name.*  On  the  contrary,  it  had  no  author  s  name 
attached  to  it,  and  its  superscription  was  simply,  **  The 
Gospel,"  or  "  The  Gospel  of  the  Lord  "  (to  evayyekiop  or 
€vayy€kLov  tov  Kvpiov),^   Schwegler  has  rightly  remarked 

»  Cf.  Adv.  Marc.,  iv.  2. 

2  TerivUtan,  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  2;  Dial,  de  recta  fide,  §  1 ;  Grig,,  0pp.,  i. 
p.  807;  cf.  Bom.  ii.  16,  xvi.  25;  Gal.  i.  6. 

»  Beriholdt,  Einl.  A.  und  N.  T.,  1813,  iii.  p.  1216  ff.,  1294  ff.  Bertholdt 
considers  Marcion's  Gospel  an  eailicr  Greek  translation  from  the  original 
Gospel  which  foimed  the  basis  of  Luke.  Luke  edited  in  Gi^k  the 
original  Gospel  which  Paul  used. 

*  Bunseuy  Bibelwerk,  viii.  p.  563 ;  Schhitimarher,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  198 ; 
Credner,  £eiti&ge,  i.  p.  43 ;  Kichhvrn,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  79  f. 

*  Marcion  Evangelio  suo  nullum  adscribit  auctorcm.  Tertullian,  Adv. 
Marc.,  iv.  2;  Dial,  de  recta  fide,  §  1 ;  Bertholdt,  Einl.,  iii.  p.  1293;  Bleek, 
Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  126;  Bumeii,  Bibelweik,  viii.  p.  563;  Credner,  Beitiiige, 
i.  p,  43;  Eichhom,  Einl.  N,  T.,  i.  p.  79  f.  ;  Schtuegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit. 
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that  this  very  namelessuess  is,  as  ia  the  Gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrews,. strong  evidence  of  its  originality;  a  forger 
would  certainly  not  have  omitted  to  attach  to  his  falsi- 
fied Gospel  some  weighty  name  of  apostolic  times.^ 
That  some  importance  should  be  attached  to  this  point 
is  evident  from  the  fact  that  TertulKan  reproaches  Mar- 
cion  with  the  anonymous  character  of  his  work,  arising 
from  the  omission  of  the  expedient  too  well  known  in  his 
time.  "And  here  already  I  might  make  a  stand,"  he 
exclaims,  at  the  very  opening  of  his  attack  on  the  Gospel 
of  Pontus,  "  contending  that  a  work  is  not  to  be  recog- 
nized which  does  not  hold  its  front  erect which 

does  not  engage  faith  from  the  plenitude  of  its  title,  and 
the  due  profession  of  its  author.''^  The  spurious  and 
pseudonymic  literature  of  the  first  centuries  of  our  era 
prove  only  too  well  how  little  scruple  there  was  to  sup- 
port pious  fraud  by  plenitude  of  title,  and  the  "  Great 
African  "  himself  was  not  unfrequently  a  victim  to  the 
practice.  Not  only  did  Marcion  himself  not  in  any  way 
connect  the  name  of  Luke  with  his  Gospel,  but  his  fol- 
lowers repudiated  the  idea  that  Luke  was  its  author,  and 
taunted  the  orthodox  members  of  the  Church  for  having 
their  doctrines  taught  by  four  adulterated  Gospels,  whilst 
they  received  theirs  from  one,  the  Gospel  of  Christ.^ 
If  we  turn  to  the  Epistles  of  Paul,  which  Marcion 

i.  p.  280  f.,  p.  261 ;  Schdten,  Het  Paulin.  EYangelie,  p.  8;  Tischendorf, 
Wann  wurden,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  61 ;  De  Wette,  EinL  N.  T.,  p.  119  f. ;  Hahn, 
Ev.  M.  in  Thilo,  p.  403;  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  132;  Neudecker,  Einl.  N.  T., 
p.  74,  anin.  *  Das  naohap.  Zeit,  i.  p.  281. 

'  Et  possem  hie  jam  gradum  figere,  non  agnoscendum  contendens  opus, 
quod  non  erigat  frontem,  quod  nuUam  constantiam  praeferat,  nullam 
fidem  repromittat  de  plenitudine  tituli  et  professione  debita  auctoris. 
2'eriuilian,  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  2. 

»  Dial,  do  recta  fide,  §  1 ;  Berthddt,  Einl.  iii.  p.  1295,  1218  ff.  ;  Bumen, 
Bibelwerk,  viii.  p.  663 ;  Eichhorriy  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  79  f.;  Gieseler,  Entst. 
schr,  Ew.,  p.  25.    The  later  Mardonites  affirmod  their  Gospel  to  have 
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acknowledged,  for  some  help  in  deciding  the  question  as 
to  his  Gospel,  we  find  that  in  many  respects  as  to  selec- 
tion, order,  and  readings,  Marcion's  collection  is  remark- 
ably in  unison  with  the  results  of  modern  criticism.^ 
The  information  which  we  have  regarding  his  text  is 
very  defective,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  many  of 
the  alterations  which  he  is  accused  by  his  uncritical  and 
ignorant  adversaries  of  making  in  the  interest  of  his 
system  are  really  original  and  correct  readings,  whilst 
others  are  either  merely  unimportant  natural  variations, 
or  mere  accidental  omissions  from  the  copy  in  the  hands 
of  the  Fathers.'  "Tertullian  and  Epiphanius,"  writes 
Canon  Westcott,  "agree  in  affirming  tliat  Marcion 
altered  the  texts  of  the  books  which  he  received  to  suit 
his  own  views ;  and  they  quote  many  various  readings 
in  support  of  the  assertion.  Those-  which  they  cite  from 
the  Epistles  are  certainly  insufficient  to  prove  the  point ; 
and  on  the  contrary,  they  go  far  to  show  that  Marcion 
preserved  without  alteration  the  text  which  he  found 
in  his  manuscript.  Of  the  seven  readings  noticed  by 
Epiphanius  only  two  are  unsupported  by  other  authority  ; 
and  it  is  altogether  unlikely  that  Marcion  changed  other 
passages,  when,  as  Epiphanius  himself  shows,  he  left 
untouched  those  which  are  most  directly  opposed  to  his 
system."^  Now  the  Epistles  did  not  go  through  the 
process  of  development  by  which  through  successive  addi- 

been  written  by  Chiist  himself,  and  the  particulars  of  the  Crucifixion, 
&c.»  to  have  been  added  by  Paul. 

»  Baur,  Unters.  kan.  Evv.,  p.  420  ff. ;  Beuss,  Hist,  du  Canon,  p.  77  flf.  ; 
Gesch.  N,  T.,  p.  286;  Bitechl,  Das  Ev.  M.,  p.  153  ff.,  p.  166;  Schwegler, 
Pas  nacbap  Zeit.,  i.  p.  273;  Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  274;  cf.  De  Wette, 
Einl.  A.  T.,  1852,  §  20,  p.  25  f. 

»  Baur,  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  411  ff.;  Credner,  Geech.  N.  T.  Kan., 
p.  160  ff. ;  Beuss,  Hist  du  Canon,  p.  72,  note  3;  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  370  cf. 

»  WestcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  274, 
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tioos  and  alterations  the  Gospels  attained  their  present 
form.  We  aie,  therefore,  able  to  determine  with  con- 
siderable accuracy  the  original  state  of  their  teict.  We 
find,  then,  that  not  only  does  Marcion  leave  untouched, 
even  by  the  showing  of  Epiphanius  himself,  the  passages 
most  opposed  to  him,  but  that  the  falsifications  of  which 
he  is*  accused  by  the  Fathers  ai:e  often  more  original  read- 
ings supported  by  the  best  authorities,  and  in  fact  that  he 
evidently  had  in  no  way  tampered  with  his  manuscript. 
Is  it  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  he  had  equally 
preserved  without  alteration  the  text  which  he  found  in 
the  manuscript  of  his  Gospel?  Any  man  of  his  eminence 
adopting  and  holding  fast  a  comparatively  primitive  form 
of  the  Gospel  found  in  circulation  in  a  distant  province 
like  Pontus,  and  thus  preserving  it  from  the  fate  of  other 
similar  works,  would  soon  find  on  comparing  it  with 
Gospels  which  had  grown  up  and  advanced  with  the 
progress  of  the  Church,  that  it  lacked  many  a  passage 
which  had  crept  into  them.  His  Gospel  had  stood  still 
on  the  outskirts  of  Christianity,  whilst  others  in  the 
more  active  religious  centres  had  collected  fresh  matter 
and  modified  their  original  form.  We  have  no  reason  to 
believe  the  accusation  of  the  Fathers  in  regard  to  the 
Gospel,  which  we  cannot  fully  test,  better  founded  than 
that  in  regard  to  the  Epistles,  which  we  can  test,  and 
find  imfounded.  It  is  a  significant  fact  that  Justin 
Martyr,  who  attacks  Marcion's  system,  never  brings  any 
accusation  against  him  of  mutilating  or  falsifying  any 
Gospel,  although,  living  at  the  time  of  the  Heresiarch, 
he  was  in  a  position  to  know  the  facts  much  more  cer- 
tiiinly  than  Irenaeus,  Tertullian,  and  Epiphanius,  who 
lived  and  wrote  at  a  much  later  period.  There  is  good 
reason  to  conclude  that  Marcion  made  use  of  a  Gospel 
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ill  a  more  primitive  and  less  mature  state  than  our  third 
Synoptic,  and  that,  as  he  did  with  the  Epistles,  he  pre- 
served the  text  as  he  found  it. 

There  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  Marcion  had  any 
knowledge  of  the  other  canonical  Gospels  in  any  fomi.^ 
None  of  his  writings  are  extant,  and  no  direct  assertion 
is  made  even  by  the  Fathers  that  he  knew  them,  although 
from  their  dogmatic  point  of  view  they  assume  that  these 
Gospels  existed  from  the  very  first,  and  therefore  insin- 
uate that  as  he  only  recognized  one  Gospel,  he  rejected 
them.^  When  Irenaeus  says :  "  He  persuaded  his  disciples 
that  he  himself  was  more  veracious  than  are  the  apostles 
who  handed  down  the  Gospel ;  delivering  to  them  not 
the  Grospel,  but  part  of  the  Gospel,"*  it  is  quite  clear 
that  he  speaks  of  the  Gospel — the  good  tidings — Chris- 
tianity— and  not  of  specific  written  Gospels.  In  another 
passage  which  is  referred  to  by  Apologists,  IrensBus  says 
of  the  Marcionites  that  they  have  asserted  :  "  That  the 
apostles,  forsooth,  have  proclaimed  the  Gospel  still  under 
the  influence  of  Jewish  prejudices ;  but  that  they  them- 
selves are  more  perfect  and  more  judicious  than  the 
apostles.  Wherefore  also  Marcion  and  his  followers  have 
had  recourse  to  mutilating  the  Scriptures,  not  recognizing 
some  books  at  all,  but  curtailing  the  Gospel  according 
to  Luke  and  the  Epistles  of  Paul ;  these  they  say  are 
alone  authentic  which  they  themselves  have  abbreviated/'* 

>  Eichhorn,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  73  ff.,  79,  84 ;  Qieseler,  Entst.  schr.  Ew. 
p.  25;  Rumpf,  Eey.  de  Th^oL,  1867,  p.  21 ;  Schleiermacher,  Einl.  N.  T., 
p.  214  f. 

»  IrenceuSy  Adv.  Hter.,  i.  27,  §  2 ;  cf.  iii.  2 ;  12,  §  12;  Tertullian,  Adv. 
Marc.,  iv.  3;  cf.  De  Carne  ChnBti,  2,  3. 

'  SemetipBom  esse  veraoiorem,  quam  sunt  hi,  qui  Evangelium  tra- 
diderunt,  apostoli,  suasit  discipulis  suis ;  non  Ev^gelium,  sed  paridculam 
Evangelii  tradens  eis.    Adv.  Hser.,  i.  27,  §  2. 

^  Et  apostolos  quidem  adhuc  quse  sunt  Judseorum  sentientes,  annun- 
tiasse  Evangelium ;  se  autem  sincerioros,  et  prudentiores  apostolis  esse. 
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These  remarks  chiefly  refer  to  the  followers  of  Maxcion, 
and  83  we  have  shown,  when  treating  of  Valentinus, 
Irenseus  is  expressly  writing  against  members  of  heretical 
sects  living  in  his  own  day  and  not  of  the  founders  of 
those  sects.  ^  The  Marcionites  of  the  time  of  Irenaeus  no 
doubt  rejected  the  Gospels,  but  although  Marcion  ob- 
viously did  not  accept  any  of  the  Gospels  which  have 
become  canonical,  it  does  not  by  any  means  follow  that 
he  knew  anything  of  these  particular  Gk)spels.  As  yet 
we  have  not  met  with  any  evidence  even  of  their  exist- 
ence at  a  much  later  period. 

The  evidence  of  Tertullian  is  not  a  whit  more  valu- 
able. In  the  passage  usually  cited,  he  says :  "  But 
Marcion,  lighting  upon  the  Epistle  of  Paul  to  the  Gala- 
tians^  in  which  he  reproaches  even  Apostles  for  not 
walking  uprightly  according  to  the  truth  of  the  Gospel, 
as  well  as  accuses  certain  false  Apostles  of  perverting 
the  Gospel  of  Christ,  tries  with  all  his  might  to  destroy 
the  status  of  those  Gospels  which  are  promulgated  legiti- 
mately and  imder  the  name  of  Apostles  or  also  of 
apostolic  men,  in  order,  be  it  known,  to  confer  upon  his 
own  the  credit  which  he  takes  from  them."^  Now  here 
again  it  is  clear  that  Tertullian  is  simply  applying,  by 
inference,  Marcion's  views  with  regard  to  the  preaching 

TJnde  et  Marcion,  et  qtii  ab  eo  snnt,  ad  interoidendas  oonversi  sunt 
Scriptoras,  qnasdam  quidem  in  totum  non  cognoscentes,  secondnm  Lucam 
autem  Eyangelium,  et  Epistolas  Pauli  decortantes,  hsec  sola  legitima 
esse  dicont,  quse  ipsi  minorayerunt.    Adv.  Hser.,  iii.  12,  §  12. 

^  Of.  Adv.  Haer.,  i.  Prsef.  §  2 ;  iii.  Prsef.,  &c. 

3  Sed  enim  Marcion  nactus  epistolam  Fauli  ad  Ghtlatas,  etiam  ipsos 
apostolos  BuggiUantis  ut  non  recto  pede  incedentes  adyeritatemeyangelii, 
simul  et  acoasantis  pseudapoetolos  quosdam  peryertentes  eyangelium 
Chrifltiy  connititor  ad  destruendmn  statom  eomm  eyangeliormn,  quse 
propria  et  sub  apoetolormn  nomine  eduntur,  yel  etiam  apostolicorum,  ut 
scilicet  fidem,  qnam  illis  adimit,  euo  conferat.  Ady.  Marc,  iy.  3;  cf.  de 
Came  Christi,  2,  3. 

VOL.  II.  I^  T 
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of  the  Gospel  by  the  two  parties  in  the  Church,  repre- 
sented by  the  Apostle  Paul  and  the  "  pillar "  Apostles 
whose  leaning  to  Jewish  doctrines  he  condemned,  to  the 
written  Gospels  recognized  in  his  day  though  not  in 
Marcion's.  "  It  is  uncertain,"  says  even  Canon  Westcott, 
"  whether  Tertullian  in  the  passage  quoted  speaks  fix)m  a 
knowledge  of  what  Marcion  may  have  written  on  the 
subject,  or  simply  from  his  own  point  of  sight."  ^  Any 
doubt  is,  however,  removed  on  examining  the  context,  for 
Tertullian  proceeds  to  argue  that  if  Paul  censured  Peter, 
John  and  James,  it  was  for  changing  their  company  from 
respect  of  persons,  and  similarly,  "  if  false  apostles  crept 
in,"  they  betrayed  their  character  by  insisting  on  Jewish 
observances.  "  So  that  it  was  not  on  account  of  their 
preaching,  but  of  their  conversation  that  they  were 
pointed  out  by  Paul,"^  and  he  goes  on  to  argue  that  if 
Marcion  thus  accuses  Apostles  of  having  depraved  the 
Gospel  by  their  dissimulation,  he  accuses  Christ  accusing 
those  whom  Christ  selected.'  It  is  palpable,  therefore, 
that  Marcion,  in  whatever  he  may  have  written,  referred 
to  the  preaching  of  the  Gospel,  or  Christianity,  by  Apostles 
who  retained  their  Jewish  prejudices  in  favour  of  circum- 
cision and  legal  observances,  and  not  to  written  Gospels. 
Tertullian  merely  assumes,  with  his  usual  audacity,  that 
the  Church  had  the  four  Gospels  from  the  very  first,  and 
therefore  that  Marcion,  who  had  only  one  Gospel,  knew 
the  others  and  deliberately  rejected  them. 

At  the  very  best,  even  if  the  hypothesis  that  Marcion  s 
Gospel  was  a  mutilated  Luke  were  established,  Marcion 

1  On  the  Canon,  p.  276,  note  1. 

^  Adeo  non  de  prsedicatione,  sedde  conyersatione  a  Paulo  denotabantur. 
Adv.  Marc,  iv.  3. 
8  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  3.  ' 
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affords  no  evidence  in  favour  of  the  authenticity  or  trust- 
worthy character  of  our  third  Synoptic.  His  Gospel 
was  nameless,  and  his  followers  repudiated  the  idea  of  its 
having  been  written  by  Luke ;  and  regarded  even  as  the 
earliest  testimony  for  the  existence  of  Luke's  Gospel,  that 
testimony  is  not  in  confirmation  of  its  genuineness  and 
reliability,  but  on  the  contrary  condemns  it  as  garbled 
and  interpolated. 
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CHAPTER  VIII. 

TATIAN — DIONYSIUS   OF  CORINTH. 

From  Marcion  we  now  turn  to  Tatian,  another  so- 
called  heretic  leader.  Tatian,  an  Assyrian  by  birth/ 
embraced  Christianity  and  became  a  disciple  of  Justin 
Martyr'  in  Rome,  sharing  with  him,  as  it  seems,  the 
persecution  excited  by.  Crescens  the  Cynic'  to  which 
Justin  fell  a  victim.  After  the  death  of  Justin,  Tatian, 
who  till  then  had  continued  thoroughly  orthodox,  left 
Rome,  and  joined  the  sect  of  the  Encratites,  of  which, 
however,  he  was  not  the  founder,*  and  became  the 
leading  exponent  of  their  austere  and  ascetic  doctrines.* 

The  only  one  of  his  writings  which  is  still  extant  is 
his  "  Oration  to  the  Greeks"  {\6yos  irpos  ''EXkrjpas).  This 
work  was  written  after  the  death  of  Justin,  for  in  it  he 
refers  to  that  event,^  and  it  is  generally  dated  between 

1  Oratio  ad  Greeoos,  ed  Otto,  §  42. 

»  76.,  S  18.  »  lb.,  §  19. 

*  Anger,  Synops.  Ev.  Proleg.,  p.  xxyiii.  ;  Credner,  BeitrSge,  i.  p.  437 ; 
VoOcmar,  Der  XJrepning,  p.  34;  WeatcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  277. 

*  Eusehius,  H.  E.,  iv.  29;  Irenceue,  Adv.  Hser.,  i.  28;  EpipharUtu, 
HsBr.,  xlvi.  1 ;  ffieron.y  Be  Vir.  lUustr.,  29 ;  Theodcret,  Hjbt.  feb.,  i.  20; 
Beausobre,  Hist  da  Manicli^isme,  i  p.  303  f. ;  Matter,  Hist  da  Ohris- 
tianiBme,  2  ed.,  i.  p.  172  f. ;  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprang,  p.  34 ;  Credner, 
Beitrage,  i.  p.  437  f. ;  Bunsen,  Bibelwerk,  yiii.  p.  662 ;  DoncUdaon,  Hist 
Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  3  ff. ;  Lardrier,  Credibility,  &c..  Works,  ii.  p. 
136  £r. 

*  Orat.  adGr.,  §  19 ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  438 ;  SchdUen,  Die  alt  Zeug- 
nisse,  p.  93 ;  Keim,  Jesa  y.  Nazara,  i.  p.  145 ;  Tischendor/,  Wann  warden, 
u.  B.  w.,  p.  16,  anm.  1. 
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A.D.  170 — 175.*  Tischendorfdoes  not  assert  that  there  is 
any  quotation  in  this  address  taken  from  the  Synoptic 
Gospels;^  and  Canon  Westcott  only  aflSnns  that  it 
contains  a  "  clear  reference  "  to  **a  parable  recorded  by 
Sfc  Matthew/'  and  he  excuses  the  slightness  of  this 
evidence  by  adding :  "  The  absence  of  more  explicit 
testimony  to  the  books  of  the  New  Testament  is  to 
be  accounted  for  by  the  style  of  his  writing,  and  not 
by  his  unworthy  estimate  of  their  importance/'  *  This 
remark  is  without  foundation,  as  we  know  nothing 
whatever  with  regard  to  Tatian's  estimate  of  any  such 
books. 

The  supposed  "  clear  reference  "  is  as  follows  :  '*  For 
by  means  of  a  certain  hidden  treasure  {awoKpv(f>ov 
drjo-avpov)  he  has  taken  to  himself  all  that  we  possess, 
for  which  while  we  are  digging  we  are  indeed  covered 
with  dust,  but  we  succeed  in  making  it  our  fixed  pos- 
session,"* This  is  claimed  as  a  reference  to  Matt. 
xiiL  44 :  "  The  kingdom  of  heaven  is  like  unto  treasure 
hidden  {drja-avpS  KeKpvixyiAi/cf)  in  the  field,  which  a  man 
found  and  hid,  and  for  his  joy  he  goeth  and  selleth  all 
that  he  hath  and  buyeth  that  field."  So  faint  a  simi- 
larity could  not  prove  anything,  but  it  is  evident  that 
there  are  decided  differences  here.     Were  the  probability 


*  Keim,  Jesu  v.  Nazara,  i.  p.  145 ;  Tiachmdorf  (between  166—170), 
Wann  wurden,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  16,  anm.  1,  p.  17;  FoZfcmar  (between  165 — 
175),  Der  Ursprung,  p.  163  ;  cf.  p.  34  ff. ;  Oredner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  438  ; 
SchoUetif  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  93;  DancUdson,  Hist.  Ohr.  Lit.  andDoctr., 
iii.  p.  10;  Lardner  (between  165—172),  Credibility,  &c.,  Works,  ii.  p.  139 ; 
De  WetU  (f  176),  Einl.  A.  T.,  1852,  p.  24. 

*  Cf.  Wann  wnrden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  16  f. 

*  On  the  Canon,  p.  278. 

*  AiA  rcvd^  yhp  mroKpixfxnj  ^travpov  r&v  fiiitrtp^iv  ivtKparqo'tVi  hv  6pvrrovT€s 
KOvioffT^fih  ^fitU  iv€ir\ria^fitv,  rovry  dc  tov  wv€aravai  t^p  d<f>opfA^y  iropcxoficp. 
Orat.  ad  Or.,  §  30. 
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fifty  times  greater  than  it  is  that  Tatian  had  in  his  mind 
the  parable,  which  is  reported  in  our  first  Gospel,  nothing 
could  be  more  unwarrantable  than  the  deduction  that  he 
referred  to  the  passage  in  our  Matthew,  and  not  to  any 
other  of  the  numerous  Gospels  which  we  know  to  have 
early  been  in  circulation  .  Ewald  ascribes  the  parable  in 
Matthew  originally  to  the  "  Spruchsammlung  *'  or  collec- 
tion of  Discourses,  the  second  of  the  four  works  out  of 
which  he  considers  our  first  Synoptic  to  have  been  com- 
piled.* As  evidence  for  the  existence  even  of  our  first 
canonical  Gospel  no  such  reference  could  have  the 
slightest  value. 

Although  neither  Tischendorf  nor  Canon  Westcott 
think  it  worth  while  to  refer  to  it,  some  apologists  claim 
another  passage  in  the  Oration  as  a  reference  to  our 
third  Synoptic.  '* Laugh  ye:  nevertheless  you  shall 
weep."*  This  is  compared  with  Luke  vL  25  :  "  Woe 
imto  you  that  laugh  now  :  for  ye  shall  mourn  and 
weep."*  Here  again  it  is  absurd  to  trace  a  reference  in 
the  words  of  Tatian  specially  to  our  third  Gospel,  and 
manifestly  nothing  could  be  more  foolish  than  to  build 
upon  such  vague  similarity  any  hypothesis  of  Tatian's 
acquaintance  with  Luke.  If  there  be  one  part  of  the 
Gospel  which  was  more  known  than  another  in  the  first 
ages  of  Christianity  it  was  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount, 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  many  evangelical  works 
now  lost  contained  versions  of  it.  Ewald  likewise 
assigns  this  passage  of  Luke  originally  to  the  Spruch- 
sammlung,*  and  no  one  can  doubt  that  the  saying  was 
recorded  long    before    the  writer   of   the  third  Gospel 

*  Die  drei  ersten  Ew.,  1.  c. 

*  rcXore  d^  v/ictff,  i>s  Koi  KKavaovrtg,     Orat.  ad  Or.,  §  32. 

'  ovcii  v/itv  ol  yf\&PT€s  vvV  Sri  irtv6ri<rtT€  Ka\  icXavQ^erc,     Luke  yi,  25* 
<  pie  drei  ereteu  Ew.,  1.  c. 
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undertook  to  compile  evangelical  hi8tor}%  as  so  many  had 
done  before  him.  It  is  one  specially  likely  to  have 
formed  part  of  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews. 

Further  on,  however,  Canon  Westcott  says :  "  it  can 
be  gathered  from  Clement  of  Alexandria  .  .  .  that 
he  (Tatian)  endeavoured  to  derive  authority  for  his 
peculiar  opinions  from  the  Epistles  to  the  Corinthians 
and  Galatians,  and  probably  from  the  Epistle  to  the 
Ephesians,  and  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew."  *  Allusion 
is  here  made  to  a  passage  in  the  Stromata  of  Clement,  in 
which  reference  is  supposed  by  the  apologist  to  be  made 
to  Tatian.  No  person,  however,  is  named,  and  Clement 
merely  introduces  his  remark  by  the  words  :  "  a  certain 
person  (n?)  inveighs,  Ac,  applying  the  Saviour's  words 
not  to  treasure  upon  earth  where  moth  and  rust  corrupt" 
(eirl  yfj^  firf  67ja'avpC^€LV  onov  0^9  ^at  fipioais  a<^ayt^ct).^ 
The  parallel  passage  in  Matthew  vi.  19,  reads:  "Lay 
not  up  for  yourselves  treasures  upon  earth,  where  moth 
and  rust  doth  corrupt,*'  Ac.  (jirf  dTja-avpCCere  vfiiv 
dria-avpov^  eirl  rij?  7^9,  k^tX).  Canon  Westcott,  it  is 
true,  merely  suggests  that  "probably"  this  may  be 
ascribed  to  Tatian,  but  it  is  almost  absolutely  certain 
that  it  was  not  attributed  to  him  by  Clement  Tatian  is 
several  times  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  same 
chapter,  and  his  words  are  continued  by  the  use  of  <^o-t 
or  y/)cu^t,  and  it  is  in  the  highest  degree  improbable 
that  Clement  should  introduce  another  quotation  from 
bim  in  such  immediate  context  by  the  vague  and  distant 
reference  **  a  certain  person ''  (rts).  On  the  other  hand 
reference  is  made  in  the  chapter  to  other  writers  and 
sects,  to  one  of  whom  with  infinitely  greater  propriety 
this  expression  applies.     No  weight,  therefore,  could  be 

*  On  the  Canon,  p.  279.  '  Strom,  iii.  12,  §  86. 
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attached  to  any  such  passage  in  connection  with  Tatian^ 
Moreover  the  quotation  not  only  does  not  agree  with  our 
Synoptic,  but  may  much  more  probably  have  been 
derived  from  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews.^ 
It  will  be  remembered  that  Justin  Martyr  quotes  the 
same  passage,  with  the  same  omission  of  "  dtja-avpov^y' 
from  a  Gospel  diflferent  from  our  Synoptics.^ 

Tatian,  however,  is  claimed  by  apologists  as  a  witness 
for  the  existence  of  our  Gospels — more  than  this  he 
could  not  possibly  be — ^principally  on  the  ground  that 
his  Gospel  was  called  by  some  Diatessaron  (8ta  Tea-a-dpcjv) 
or  *'  by  four,"  and  it  is  assumed  to  have  been  a  harmony 
of  four  Gospels.  The  work  is  no  longer  extant,  and,  as 
we  shall  see,  our  information  regarding  it  is  of  the 
scantiest  and  most  unsatisfactory  description.  Critics 
have  arrived  at  very  various  conclusions  with  regard  to 
the  composition  of  the  work.  Some  of  course  afl&rm, 
with  more  or  less  of  hesitation  nevertheless,  that  it 
was  nothing  else  than  a  harmony  of  our  four  canonical 
Gospels ; '  many  of  these,  however,  are  constrained  to 
admit  that  it  was  also  partly  based  upon  the  Gospel 
according  to  the  Hebrews.*  Others  maintain  that  it  was 
a  harmony  of  our  three  Synoptics  together    with  the 

*  Cf.  Credner,  Beifcrage,  i.  p.  445. . 

»  Juatifiy  Apol.,  i.  16,  see  Vol.  i.  p.  354  f.,  p.  376  f. 

»  Anger,  Synops.  Ev.  Proleg.,  p.  xxviii. ;  Bleek,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  231 ; 
BiTidemann,  Th.  Stud.  u.  Krit.,  1842,  p.  471  ff. ;  CeUrier,  Essai  d'une 
Introd.  N.  T.,  p.  21 ;  Delitzsch,  Urspr.  Mt.  Ev.,  p.  30 ;  FeUmoaer, 
Einl.  N.  B.,  p.  276 ;  Guericke,  Gesammtgesoh.  N.  T.,  p.  227  ;  ffug,  Einl. 
N.  T.,  i.  p.  40  ff. ;  KirchhofeVy  Quellensamml.,  p.  43,  anm.  1 ;  Neudecker, 
Lehrb.  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  45  f. ;  Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  279  ff. ;  TUchen- 
dorfy  Wann  wurden,  u.  e.  w.,  p.  16  f. ;  Olshauseny  Echth.  vier  can.  Eyv. 
p.  336  ff. 

^  Guericke,  Qesammtgesch.,  p.  227 ;  Kirchho/er,  QueUensamml., 
p.  44,  anm.  1 ;  Be  WeUe,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  116  f. ;  Neudecker,  Einl.  N.  T., 
p.  45  f. ;  cf.  MichaelU,  Einl.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  1007  f.,  1042 ;  Simon,  Hist.  Grit. 
N.  T.,  p.  74. 
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Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews ;  *  whilst  many  deny 
that  it  was  composed  of  our  Gospels  at  all,*  and  either 
declare  it  to  have  been  a  harmony  of  the  Gospel  accord- 
ing to  the  Hebrews  with  three  other  Gospels  whose 
identity  cannot  be  determined,  or  that  it  was  simply  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  itself,^  by  which  name, 
as  Epiphanius  states,  it  was  called  by  many  in  his  day.* 

Tatian's  Gospel,  however,  was  not  only  called  Diates- 
saron,  but,  according  to  Victor  of  Capua,  it  was  also 
called  Diapente  (Sta  ircWc)  "  by  five,''*  a  complication 
which  shows  the  incorrectness  of  the  ecclesiastical  theory 
of  its  composition. 

Tischendorf,  anxious  to  date  Tatian's  Gospel  aa  early 
as  possible,  says  that  in  all  probability  it  was  composed 
earlier  than  the  address  to  the  Greeks.*  Of  this,  how- 
ever, he  does  not  offer  any  evidence,  and  upon  examina- 
tion it  is  very  evident  that  the  work  was  on  the  contrary 
composed  or  adopted  after  the  Oration  and  his  avowal  of 
heretical  opinions.     Theodoret  states  that  Tatian  had  in 

*  Bunsen,  Bibelwerk,  yiii.  p.  562 ;  Oratz,  Kr.  UnterB.  Justin's  Denkw. ; 
BchciUenj  Die  alt.  Zengnisse,  p.  94 ;  cf.  98. 

*  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  48,  p.  443  f. ;  Eichhom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p. 
120  ff. ;  Beuss,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  193 ;  Schmidt,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  125  flf. ; 
Wilcke,  Tradition  u.  Mythe,  p.  16. 

»  Baur,  XJnters.  kan  Evv.,  p.  573 ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  444 ;  Gesch. 
N.  T.  Kanons,  p.  17  ff. ;  Eichhom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  123 ;  Beuas,  Gesch. 
N.  T.,  p.  193;  Schwegler,  Dasnachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  235;  Nicolas,  Et.  sur  les 
£y.  apoor.,  p.  137. 

*  JEpip?ianiu8,  Hser.,  xlvi.  1. 

*  Pwef.  ad  anon.  Harm.  Eyang. ;  cf.  Fabricius,  Cod.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  378 ; 
Kirchhofer,  Quellensamml.,  p.  44;  Reusa,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  193;  SchoU, 
Isagoge,  p.  22,  anm.  3 ;  Michaelia,  Einl.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  1008 ;  Simon,  Hist. 
Orit.  N.  T.,  ch.  vii. ;  Beatuohre,  Hist,  du  Manich6isme,  i.  p.  303  f. ; 
Nicolas,  Et.  evang.  apocr.,  p.  137 ;  Neudecker,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  44  f.,  anm. 
p.  45  f.,  p.  47,  anm.  2;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  397;  Lardner, 
Credibility,  &c.,  Works,  ii.  p.  138  f. ;  WeatcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  282, 
note  1. 

*  Wann  wnrden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  16,  anm.  1. 
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it  omitted  the  genealogies  and  all  other  passages  showing 
that  Christ  was  bom  of  David  according  to  the  flesh,  and 
he  condemned  the  work,  and  caused  it  to  be  ^abandoned 
on  account  of  its  evil  design.*  If  the  assumption  be 
correct,  therefore,  as  Tischendorf  maintains,  that  Tatian 
altered  our  Gk>spels,  and  did  not  merely  from  the  first, 
like  his  master  Justin,  make  use  of  Gospels  diJflFerent 
from  those  which  afterwards  became  canonical,  he  must 
have  composed  the  work  after  the  death  of  Justin,  up  to 
which  time  he  is  stated  to  have  remained  quite  orthodox.^ 
The  date  may  with  much  greater  probability  be  set 
between  A.D.  170 — 180.^ 

The  earliest  writer  who  mentions  Tatian's  Gospel  is 
Eusebius,*  who  wrote  some  century  and  a  half  after  its 
supposed  composition,  without,  however,  having  himself 
seen  the  work  at  all,  or  being  really  acquainted  with  its 
nature  and  contents.*  Eusebius  says :  "Tatian,  however, 
their  former  chief,  having  put  together  a  certain  amalga- 
mation and  collection,  I  know  not  how,  of  the  Gospels, 
named  this  the  Diatessaron,  which  even  now  is  current 
with  some."*  It  is  clear  that  this  information  is  not  to 
be  relied  on,  for  not  only  is  it  based  upon  mere  hearsay. 


*  H»ret.  fob.,  i.  20. 

'  Trenceua,  Adv.  Haer.,  i.  28 ;  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iv.  29. 

*  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  164,  p.  35. 

*  CredneVy  Beitrage,  i.  p.  441 ;  Feilmosery  Einl.  N.  B.,  p.  276;  Hilgen- 
feld,  Der  Kanon,  p.  83,  anm.  6 ;  Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  279. 

*  Bunsen,  Bibelwerk,  viii.  p.  562 ;  CelSrier,  Introd.  N.  T.,  p.  22 ; 
Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  441  f . ;  Davidson ,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  396; 
Donaldson^  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  24 ;  FeUmoser,  Einl.  N.  B., 
p.  275 ;  Hug,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  42  ;  Lardner,  Credibility,  &o.,  Works,  ii. 
p.  138 ;  Reussy  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  193;  SchoUen,  Die  &lt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  94 ; 
Weticott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  280  f.,  note  4. 

*  'O  fUvTQi  y€  np&r€pos  avr&p  dpxrjy6s  6  Tariavbs  <rwd(fi€iav  riva  icoi,  avpayteyflv 
cvK  otS*  Sirwt  T&v  cvoyycX/cov  {rvvOds^  t6  dia  T€<rardpci>v  rovro  jrpo<r<ov6fuur€V  *  O 
icaiirapd  riaiv  (Mri  vvv  (fteperai.     H.  E.,  iy.  29. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


TATIAN.  153 

but  it  is  altogether  indefinite  aa  to  the  character  of  the 
contents,  and  the  writer  admits  his  own  ignorance  (ovk 
otS*  owcDs;)  regarding  them. 

Neither  Irenseus,  Clement  of  Alexandria,  nor  Jerome, 
who  refer  to  other  works  of  Tatian,  make  any  mention 
of  this  one.  Epiphanius,  however,  does  so,  but,  like 
Eusebius,  without  having  himself  seen  it^  This  second 
reference  to  Tatian 's  Gospel  is  made  upwards  of  two 
centuries  after  its  supposed  composition.  Epiphanius 
says  :  "  It  is  said  that  he  (Tatian)  composed  the  Gospel 
by  four,  which  is  called  by  some  the  Gospel  according  to 
the  Hebrews.''^  It  must  be  observed  that  it  is  not  said 
that  Tatian  himself  gave  this  Gospel  the  name  of  Diates- 
saron,^  but  on  the  contrary  the  expression  of  Epiphanius 
implies  that  he  did  not  do  so,*  and  the  fact  that  it  was 
also  called  by  some  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews, 
and  Diapente,  shows  that  the  work  had  no  superscription 
from  Tatian  of  a  contradictory  character. .  Theodoret, 
Bishop  of  Cyrus  (t457)  is  the  next  writer  who  mentions 
Tatian's  GtH3pel,  and  he  is  the  only  one  who  had  per- 
sonally seen  it  He  says :  **  He  (Tatian)  also  composed 
the  Gospel  which  is  called  Diatessaron^  excising  the 
genealogies  and  aU  the  other  parts  which  declare  that 
the  Lord  was  bom  of  the  seed  of  David  according  to  the 
flesh.  This  was  used  not  only  by  those  of  his  own  sect, 
but  also  by  those  who  held  the  apostolic  doctrines,  who 
did  not  perceive  the  evil  of  the  composition,  but  made 

»  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  442;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  396; 
Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  24. 

^  AeytTcu  dc  t6  dih  T€<radpo>v  cvoyyeXiov  vTr*  avrov  ycycv^o^cu  Sirtpf  Karii 
'^ffpalovf  Tivfs  Kokovari,    Epiph.,  Hser.,  xlvi.  1. 

»  Oredner,  Gesoh.  N.  T.  Kanon,  p.  18;  Neudecker,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  47, 
anm.  2 ;  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Ztbugmaae,  p.  95 ;  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung, 
p.  34. 

*  Papidamy  Intro4,  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  397. 
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use  of  the  book  in  simplicity  on  account  of  its  concise- 
ness. I  myself  found  upwards  of  two  hundred  such 
books  held  in  honour  among  your  churches,  and  collect- 
ing them  all  together,  I  had  them  put  aside,  and  instead 
introduced  the  Gospels  of  the  four  Evangelists."  Again 
it  must  be  observed  that  Theodoret  does  not  say  that 
the  Gospel  of  Tatian  was  a  Diatessaron,  but  merely  that 
it  was  called  so  (Sta  rea-a-dpayv  Kokoviieuov)} 

After  quoting  this  passage,  and  that  from  Epiphanius, 
Canon  Westcott  says  with  an  assurance  which,  con- 
sidering the  nature  of  the  evidence,  is  singular  : — "  Not 
only  then  was  the  Diatessaron  grounded  on  the  four 
canonical  Gospels,  but  in  its  general  form  it  was  so 
orthodox  as  to  enjoy  a  wide  ecclesiastical  popularity. 
The  heretical  character  of  the  book  was  not  evident 
upon  the  surface  of  it,  and  consisted  rather  in  faults  of 
defect  than  in  erroneous  teaching.  Theodoret  had  cer- 
tainly examined  it,  and  he,  like  earlier  writers,  regarded 
it  as  a  compilation  from  the  four  Gospels.  He  speaks 
of  omissions  which  were  at  least  in  part  natural  in  a 
Harmony,  but  notices  no  such  apocryphal  additions  as 
would  have  found  place  in  any  Gospel  not  derived  from 
canonical  sources.*'*  Now  it  must  be  remembered  that 
the  evidence  regarding  Tatian's  Gospel  is  of  the  very 
vaguest  description.  It  is  not  mentioned  by  any  writer 
until  a  century  and  a  half  after  the  date  of  its  supposed 

^  Olrros  KcX  rh  bUi  Tfaadpiav  KaKovfX€yoy  avvTt6(uc(v  fvoyytXtov,  rds  t€  yevca- 
\oyia£  9rc/Hx<$^aff,  Koi  rh  SXXa  Stra  ex  airfpiiarot  Laffib  Kara  adpKa  y€y€vrjfX€Vov 
rhv  Kuptov  dc/icwcriy.  ^Exp^fovro  dc  rovr^  ov  fi6vov  ol  ttjs  iKtivov  avfifiopias, 
iiXXh.  Koi  ol  Toii  anoarokiKois  cVd/xevot  bdypao't,  Trjv  rrjs  ovvStjkijs  KOKOvpyiop  oIk 
^a)xi$r€r,  dXX*  AirXov<rr€pov  «f  a-vvrdfitp  r^  /3c/3X/^  xPV^^^h^^*^  Elpov  di  Koya 
nXfiovs  fj  bioKoa-Las  fiifikovs  rotm/ras  iv  rais  nap*  ffplv  cKJcXi/o-uur  TtTifirjp.€vaSy 
Kot  nda-as  owayayav  dir€$(p.r)Vt  ical  rh  r&y  rerrdpav  fvayy(ki<rrci>v  dyrcio^yoyoF 
fvoyycXio.     Hser.  fab.,  i.  20. 

2  On  the  Canon,  p.  281. 
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composition,  and  then  only  referred  to  by  Eusebius,  who 
had  not  seen  the  work,  and  candidly  confesses  his  ignor- 
ance with  regard  to  it,  so  that  a  critic  who  is  almost  as 
orthodox  as  Canon  Westcott  himself  acknowledges : 
"  For  the  truth  is  that  we  know  no  more  about  Tatian's 
work  than  what  Eusebius,  who  never  saw  it,  knew/'* 
The  only  other  writer  who  refers  to  it,  Epiphanius,  had 
not  seen  it  either,  and  while  showing  that  the  title  of 
Diatessaron  had  not  been  given  to  it  by  Tatian  himself, 
he  states  the  important  fact  that  some  called  it  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews.  Theodoret,  the  last 
writer  who  mentions  it,  and  of  whom  Dr.  Donaldson 
also  says :  "  Theodoret's  information  cannot  be  depended 
npon,"^  not  only  does  not  say  that  it  is  based  upon  our 
four  Gospels,  but,  on  the  contrary,  points  out  that  Tatian's 
Gospel  did  not  contain  the  genealogies  and  passages 
tracing  the  descent  of  Jesus  through  the  race  of  David, 
which  our  Synoptics  possess,  and  he  so  much  con- 
demned the  mischievous  design  of  the  work  that  he 
confiscated  the  copies  in  circulation  in  his  diocese  as 
heretical  Canon  Westcott's  assertion  that  Theodoret 
regarded  it  as  a  compilation  of  our  four  Gospels  is  most 
unfounded  and  arbitrary.  Omissions,  as  he  himself 
points  out,  are  natural  to  a  Harmony,  and  conciseness 
certainly  would  be  the  last  quality  for  which  it  could  have 
been  so  highly  prized,  if  every  part  of  the  four  Gospels 
had  been  retained.  The  omission  of  the  parts  referred 
to,  which  are  equally  omitted  from  the  canonical  fourth 
Gospel,  could  not  have  been  sufl&cient  to  merit  the 
condemnation  of  the  work  as  heretical,  and  had  Tatian's 
Gospel  not  been  diflferent  in  various  respects  from  our 

^  DancUdsonf  Hist.  Chr.  lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  26. 
a  lb.,  iii.  p.  26. 
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four  Gospels,  such  treatment  would  have  been  totally 
unwarrantable.  The  statement,  moreover,  that  in  place 
of  Tatian's  Gospel,  Theodoret  "  introduced  the  Gospels 
of  the  four  Evangelists,"  seems  to  indicate  clearly  that 
the  displaced  Gospel  was  not  a  compilation  from  them, 
but  diJflFerent. 

Speaking  of  the  difficulty  of  distinguishing  Tatian's 
Harmony  from  others  which  must,  the  writer  sup- 
poses, have  been  composed  in  his  time,  Dr.  Donaldson 
admits  :  "  And  then  we  must  remember  that  the  Har- 
mony of  Tatian  was  confounded  with  the  Gospel  accord- 
ing to  the  Hebrews ;  and  it  is  not  beyond  the  reach  of 
possibility  that  Theodoret  should  have  made  some  such 
mistake."*  That  is  to  say,  that  the  only  writer  who 
refers  to  Tatian's  Gospel  who  professes  to  have  seen  the 
work  is  not  only  **not  to  be  depended  on,"  but  may 
actually  have  mistaken  for  it  the  Gospel  according  to  the 
Hebrewa  There  is,  therefore,  no  authority  for  saying 
that  Tatian's  Gospel  was  a  harmony  of  four  Gospels  at 
all,  and  the  name  Diatessaron  was  not  only  not  given  by 
Tatian  himself  to  the  work,  but  was  merely  the  usual  fore- 
gone conclusion  of  the  Christians  of  the  third  and  fourth 
centuries,  that  everjrthing  in  the  shape  of  evangelical 
literature  must  be  dependent  on  the  Gospels  adopted  by 
the  ChurcL  Those,  however,  who  caUed  the  Grospel  used 
by  Tatian  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  must 
have  read  the  work,  and  all  that  we  know  confirms  their 
conclusion.  The  work  was,  in  point  of  fact,  found  in  wide 
circulation  precisely  in  the  places  in  which,  earlier,  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  was  more  particularly 
current*     The  singular  fact  that  the  earliest  reference 

1  Danaldsont  Hifit.  of  Ohr.  lit.  andDoctr.,  iii.  p.  25. 

«  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  446 ;  cf.  Westcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  280,  note  2. 
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to  Tatian's  "  Harmony/'  is  made  a  century  and  a  half 
after  its  supposed  composition,  that  no  writer  before  the 
fifth  century  had  seen  the  work  itself,  indeed  that  only 
two  writers  before  that  period  mention  it  at  all,  receives 
its  natural  explanation  in  the  conclusion  that  Tatian  did 
not  actually  compose  any  Harmony  at  all,  but  simply 
made  use  of  the  same  Gospel 'as  his  master  Justin 
Martyr,  namely,  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,^ 
by  which  name  his  Gospel  had  been  called  by  those  best 
informed. 

Although  Theodoret,  writing  in  the  fifth  century,  says 
in  the  usual  arbitrary  manner  of  early  Christian  writers, 
that  Tatian  "  excised"  fi^om  his  Gospel  the  genealogies 
and  certain  passages  found  in  the  Synoptics,  he  offers  no 
proof  of  his  assertion,  and  the  utmost  that  can  be 
received  is  that  Tatian's  Gospel  did  not  contain  them.' 
Did  he  omit  them  or  merely  use  a  Gospel  which  never 
included  them  ?  The  latter  is  the  more  probable  con- 
clusion. Now  neither  Justin's  Gospel  nor  the  Gospel 
according  to  the  Hebrews  contained  the  genealogies  or 
references  to  the  Son  of  David,  and  why,  as  Credner 
suggests,  should  Tatian  have  taken  the  trouble  to  pre- 
pare a  Harmony  with  these  omissions  when  he  already 
found  one  such  as  he  desired  in  Justin's  Gospel  ? 
Tatian's  Gospel,  like  that  of  his  master  Justin,  or  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  was  different  from,  yet 
nearly  related  to,  our  canonical  Gospels,  and  as  we  have 
already  seen,  Justin's  Gospel,  like  Tatian's,  was  con- 
sidered by  many  to  be  a  harmony  of  our  Gospels.*    No 

»  Cf.  Oredner,  Beitriige,  i.  p.  443  ff. ;  Schmidt,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  124  ff.  ; 
SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  96  f: 

«  Cf.  Eichhom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  121  f. ;  ffug,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  42 ; 
VolkmoTj  Der  Ursprung,  p.  35  f. 

»  Credner,  Beitji-age,  i.  p.  443  ff. 
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one  seems  to  have  seen  Tatian's  "Harmony/'  for  the 
very  simple  reason  that  there  was  no  such  work,  and 
the   real  Gospel  used  by  him  was   that  according  to 
the  Hebrews,  as  many  distinctly  and  correctly  called  it 
The  name  Diatessaron  is  first  heard  of  in  a  work  of  the 
fourth  century,  when  it  is  naturally  given  by  people 
accustomed  to  trace  every  such  work  to  our  four  Gospels, 
but  as  we  have  clearly  seen,  there  is  not  up  to  the  time 
of  Tatian  any  evidence  even  of  the  existence  of  any  one 
of  our  Gospels,  and  much  less  of  a  collection  of  the  four. 
Here   is  an   attempt  to  identify  a  supposed,  but  not 
demonstrated,  harmony  of  Gospels  whose  separate  exist- 
ence has  not  been  heard  of     Even  Dr.  Westcott  states 
that  Tatian's  Diatessaron  "  is  apparently  the  first  recog- 
nition of  a  fourfold  Gospel,"^  but,  as  we  have  seen,  that 
recognition  emanates  only  from  a  writer  of  the  fourth 
century  who  had  not  seen  the  work  of  which  he  speaks. 
No  such  modem  ideas,  based  upon  mere  foregone  con- 
clusions,  can  be   allowed    to   enter  into   a  discussion 
regarding  a  work  dating  from  the  time  of  Tatian. 

The  fact  that  the  work  found  by  Theodoret  in  his 
diocese  was  used  by  orthodox  Christians  without  con- 
sciousness of  its  supposed  heterodoxy,  is  quite  con- 
sistent with  the  fact  that  it  was  the  Gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrews,  which  at  one  time  was  exclusively 
used  by  the  Fathers,  but  in  later  times  became  gradually 
an  object  of  suspicion  and  jealousy  in  the  Church  as 
our  canonical  Gospels  took  its  place.  The  manner  in 
which  Theodoret  dealt  with  Tatian's  Gospel,  or  that 
"according  to  the  Hebrews,"  recalls  the  treatment 
by  Serapion  of  another  form  of  the  same  work  :  the 
Gospel  according  to  Peter.      He  found  jbhat  work  in 

>  On  the  Canon,  p.  279. 
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circulation  and  greatly  valued  amongst  the  Christians  of 
Rhossus,  and  allowed  them  peaceably  to  retain  it  for  a 
time,  until,  alarmed  at  the  Docetic  heresy,  he  more 
closely  examined  the  Gospel,  and  discovered  in  it  what 
he  considered  heretical  matter.^  The  Gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrews,  once  used  by  all  the  Fathers,  and 
which  indeed  narrowly  missed  a  permanent  place  in  the 
Canon  of  the  Church,  might  well  seem  orthodox  to  the 
simple  Christians  of  Cjrus,  yet  as  different  from,  though 
closely  related  to,  the  Canonical  Gospels,  it  would  seem 
heretical  to  their  Bishop.  As  different  from  the  Gospels 
of  the  four  evangelists,  it  was  suppressed  by  Theodoret 
with  perfect  indifference  as  to  whether  it  were  called 
Tatian's  Gospel  or  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews. 
It  is  obvious  that  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  con- 
necting Tatian's  Gospel  with  those  in  our  Canon.  We 
know  so  little  about  that  last  work,  indeed,  that  as 
Dr.  Donaldson  frankly  admits,  "  we  should  not  be  able 
to  identify  it,  even  if  it  did  come  down  to  us,  unless  it 
told  us  something  reliable  about  itself/'^  Its  earlier 
history  is  enveloped  in  obscurity,  and  as  Canon  Westcott 
observes :  "  The  later  history  of  the  Diatessaron  is 
involved  in  confusion.''*  We  have  seen  that  in  the 
sixth  century  it  was  described  by  Victor  of  Capua  as 
Diapente,  "  by  five,"  instead  of  *'  by  four."  It  was  also 
confounded  with  another  Harmony  written  not  long 
after  Tatian's  day  by  Ammonius  of  Alexandria  (t243). 
Dionysius  Bar-Salibi,*  a  writer  of  the  latter  half  of  the 
twelfth  century,  mentions  that  the  Syrian  Ephrem,  about 
the  middle  of  the  fourth  century,  wrote  a  commentary 

^  Eiuehius,  H.  E.,  vi.  12. 

*  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  Hi.  p.  26.  •On  the  Canon,  p.  281. 

*  Jo8,  Sim,  Assemanif  Bibl.  Orient.,  ii.  p.  159  f. 
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on  the  Diatessaron  of  Tatian,  which  Diatessaron  com- 
menced with  the  opening  words  of  the  fourth  Gospel, 
"In  the  beginning  was  the  word/'  The  statement  of 
Bar-Salibi,  however,  is  contradicted  by  Gregory  Bar- 
Hebraeus,  Bishop  of  Tagrit,  who  says  that  Ephrem  Syrus 
wrote  his  Commentary  on  the  Diatessaron  of  Ammonins, 
and  that  this  Diatessaron  commenced  with  the  words  of 
the  fourth  Gospel ;  "  In  the  beginning  was  the  word"^ 
The  Syrian  Ebed-Jesu  (tl308)  held  Tatian  and 
Ammonius  to  be  one  and  the  same  person;  and  it 
is  more  than  probable  that  Dionysius  mistook  the 
Harmony  of  Ammonius  for  that  of  Tatian.  It  is  not 
necessary  further  to  follow  this  discussion,  for  it  in  no 
way  affects  our  question,  and  all  critics  are  agreed  that 
no  important  deduction  can  be  derived  from  it.^  We 
allude  to  the  point  for  the  mere  sake  of  showing  that  up 
to  the  last  we  have  no  information  which  throws  further 
light  on  the  composition  of  Tatian's  Gospel.  AU  that  we 
know  of  it, — ^what  it  did  not  contain — the  places  where 
it  largely  circulated,  and  the  name  by  which  it  was  called, 
identifies  it  with  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews. 

For  the  rest,  Tatian  had  no  idea  of  a  New  Testament 
Canon,  and  evidently  did  not  recognize  as  inspired,  any 
Scriptures  except  those  of  the  Old  Testament.^  It  is 
well  known  that  the  sect  of  the  Encratites  made  use  of 
apocryphal  Gospels  until  a  much  later  period,  and 
rejected  the  authority  of  the  Apostle  Paul,  and  although 

*  AMemaniy  Bibl.  Orient.,  i.  p.  57  f. 

«  Credner^  Beitrage,  i.  p.  446  ff. ;  Geeoh.  N.  T.  Kan.,  p.  19  flf ;  Donald' 
Bon,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p,  25  f. ;  Davidsony  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii. 
p.  397  ;  Eichhamy  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  120,  anm. ;  Oieselery  Entst.  schr.  Ew., 
p.  17 ;  Eug,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  40  flf. ;  Michadia,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  898 ; 
Bcholteny  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  95  f. ;  WestcoUy  On  the  Canon,  p.  281  £. 

»  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  47  f.,  p.  441 ;  Gesch.  N.  T.  Eanons,  p»  21 ; 
Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  98 ;  Volkmar,  Der  Urspnuig,  p.  85. 
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Tatian  may  have  been  acquainted  with  some  of  his 
Epistles,  it  is  certain  that  he  did  not  hold  the  Apostle  in 
any  honom-,  and  permitted  himself  the  liberty  of  altering 
his  phraseology.^ 


DiONYSius  of  Corinth  need  not  detain  us  long.  Euse- 
bius  informs  us  that  he  was  the  author  of  seven  Epistles 
addressed  to  various  Christian  communities,  and  also 
of  a  letter  to  Chrysophora,  "a  most  faithful  sister." 
Eusebius  speaks  of  these  writings  as  Catholic  Epistles, 
and  briefly  characterizes  each,  but  with  the  exception 
of  a  few  short  fragments  preserved  by  him,  none  of  these 
fruits  of  the  "  inspired  industry "  {ivdeov  (f>vko7rovia^) 
of  Dionysius  are  now  extant.^  These  fragments  are  all 
from  an  Epistle  said  to  have  been  addressed  to  Soter, 
Bishop  of  Eome,  and  give  us  a  clue  to  the  time  at  which 
they  were  written.  The  Bishopric  of  Soter  is  generally 
dated  between  a.d.  168 — 176,^  during  which  years  the 
Epistle  must  have  been  composed.  It  could  not  have 
been  written,  however,  until  after  Dionysius  became 
Bishop  of  Coiinth  in  a.d.  170,*  and  it  was  probably 
written  some  years  after.* 

*  Eptpha/niuBy  Haer.  xlyli.  1 ;  Eusebius y  H.  E.,  iv.  29 ;  Hieron.,  Pwef. 
in  Tit. ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  47,  p.  438 ;  Scholtmy  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse, 
p.  97  f. ;  Lardner,  Credibility,  &c.,  Works,  ii.  p.  138 ;  Westcott,  On  the 
Canon,  p.  278,  280,  note  1. 

*  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iv.  23;  ffieron.,  De  Vir.  lU.,  27;  Grabe,  Spicil. 
Patr.,  ii.  p.  217  f. ;  Bouth,  Eeliq.  Sacrae,  i.  p.  180  ff. 

»  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iv.  19. 

*  Anger,  Synops.  Ev.  Prolog.,  p.  xxxii. ;  Kirchho/er,  Qnellensaminl., 
p.  479;  Lardner,  Credibility,  &c.,  Works,  ii.  p.  133;  HUgenfM,  Der 
Kanon,  p.  77 ;  Beuss,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  290;  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse, 
p.  107 ;  Tischendorf,  Wann  warden,  n.  s.  w.,  p.  18;  Volkmar,  Der  TJr- 
sprong,  p.  164 ;  of.  p.  37 ;  Eusebius  in  his  Chronicon  sets  it  in  a.ik  171. 

» Anger  places  it  between  173—177,  Synops.  Ev.  Prolog.,  xxxii. ;  cf. 
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No  quotation  from,  or  allnsion  to,  any  writing  of  the 
New  Testament  occurs  in  any  of  the  fragments  of  the 
Epistles  still  extant ;  nor  does  Eusebius  make  mention  of 
any  such  reference  in  the  Epistles  which  have  perished, 
which  he  certainly  would  not  have  omitted  to  do  had 
they  contained  any.  As  testimony  far  our  Gospels, 
therefore,  Dionysius  is  an  absolute  blank.  Some  expres- 
sions and  statements,  however,  are  put  forward  by  apolo- 
gists which  we  must  examine.  In  the  few  lines  which 
Tischendorf  accords  to  Dionysius  he  refers  to  two  of 
these.  The  first  is  an  expression  used,  not  by  Dionysius 
himself,  but  by  Eusebius,  in  speaking  of  the  Epistles  to 
the  Churches  at  Amastris  and  at  Pontus.  Eusebius 
says  that  Dionysius  adds  some  "expositions  of  Holy 
Scriptures"  {ypa^S>v  deUov  i^rjyTJa-eLs).^  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  this  refers  to  the  Old  Testament  only,  and 
Tischendorf  himself  does  not  deny  it.^ 

The  second  passage  which  Tischendorf^  points  out,  and 
which  he  claims  with  some  other  apologists  as  evidence 
of  the  actual  existence  of  a  New  Testament  Canon  when 
Dionysius  wrote,  occurs  in  a  fragment  from  the  Epistle 
lo  Soter  and  the  Romans  which  is  preserved  by  Eusebius. 
It  is  as  follows;  "For  the  brethren  having  requested 
me  to  write  Epistles,  I  write  them.  And  the  Apostles 
of  the  devil  have  filled  these  with  tares,  both  taking 
away  parts  and  adding  others ;  for  whom  the  woe  is 
destined.     It  is  not  surprising  then  if  some  have  reck- 

Credner,  Gesoh.   N.   T.   Kan.,  p.   79.     Jerome  states  that  Dionysius 
iiotLrished  under  M.  Aurel.  Verus  and  L.  AureL  Ck)nmiodu8.  Be  Vir.  HI., 
27. 
1  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iv.  23. 

*  Tischendorf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  18  f. ;  Volhmar,  Der  Ur- 
sprung,  p.  38 ;  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Dootr.,  iii.  p.  217 ;  Dr. 
Westoott's  opinion  is  shown  by  his  not  even  referring  to  the  expression. 

•  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  18  f. 
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lessly  ventured  to  adulterate  the  Scriptures  of  the 
Lord  when  they  have  corrupted  these  which  are  not 
of  such  importance."  ^  Regarding  this  passage,  Canon 
Westcott,  with  his  usual  boldness,  says :  "  It  is  evident 
that  the  '  Scriptures  of  the  Lord  * — the  writings  of  the 
New  Testament — were  at  this  time  collected,  that  they 
were  distinguished  from  other  books,  that  they  were 
jealously  guarded,  that  they  had  been  corrupted  for 
heretical  purposes."  ^  Canon  Westcott's  imagination  runs 
away  with  him.  We  have  seen  that  there  has  not  been 
a  trace  of  any  New  Testament  Canon  in  the  writings  of 
the  Fathers  before  and  during  this  age,  and  it  is  really 
discreditable  that  any  critic,  even  though  an  "  Apologist,'' 
acquainted  with  the  history  of  the  Canon  should  make  a 
statement  like  this,  and  put  such  an  interpretation  upon 
the  remark  of  Dionysius.  Dr.  Donaldson,  with  greater 
critical  justice  and  reserve,  remarks  regarding  the  expres- 
sion "Scriptures  of  the  Lord  : "  "  It  is  not  easy  to  settle 
what  this  term  means,"  although  he  adds  his  own  per- 
sonal opinion, "  but  most  probably  it  refers  to  the  Gospels 
as  containing  the  sayings  and  doings  of  the  Lord.  It  is 
not  likely,  as  Lardner  supposes,  that  such  a  term  would 
be  applied  to  the  whole  of  the  New  Testament"*  The 
idea  of  our  New  Testament  being  referred  to  is  simply 
preposterous,  and  although  it  is  quite  open  to  argument 
that  Dionysius  may  have  referred  to  evangelical  works, 
it  is  obvious  that  there  are  no  means  of  proving  the  fact, 
and  much  less  that  he  referred  to  our  Gospels  specially  ; 

^  'ETTiOToXaf  yhp  dbf\(fi&v  d^uaaravnay  ii€  ypa^ac,  typay^  Kai  ravras  ol 
rod  dtapSKov  cMotoXoc  (i{^api»v  ytytfiucav,  6,  fiiv  t^aipovvT€s,  6.  dt  irpo<rrt6ivT€S, 
Ots  rh  ovai  Ktirai,  Ov  BavyLaarov  dpa  €l  koi  t&v  KvpiaKS>v  padiovpy^a-ai  rives 
ivififpKrprrai  ypa<j>wp,  &ir6T€  Kai  raU  ov  roiavrais  (vi^fiovkiVKaa-i,  JEusehius, 
H.  E.,  iv.  23.  »  On  the  Canon,  p.  166. 

»  Hist  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  217. 
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in  fact  the  fragments  of  Dionysins  present  no  evidence 
whatever  of  the  existence  of  our  Synoptics. 

The  term,  however,  does  not  of  necessity  apply  to  any 
Gospels  or  works  of  Christian  history  at  all,  and  may 
with  perfect  propriety  have  indicated  the  Scriptures  of 
the  Old  Testament  We  find  Justin  Martyr  complaining 
in  the  same  spirit  as  Dionysius,  through  several  chapters, 
that  the  Old  Testament  Scriptures,  and  more  especially 
those  relating  to  the  Lord,  had  been  adulterated,  that 
parts  had  been  taken  away,  and  others  added,  with  the 
intention  of  destroying  or  weakening  their  application  to 
Christ.^  Justin's  argument  throughout  is,  that  the  whole 
of  the  Old  Testament  Scriptures  refer  to  Christ,  and 
Tryphon,  his  antagonist,  the  representative  of  Jewish 
opinion,  is  made  to  avow  that  the  Jews  not  only,  wait 
for  Christ,  but,  he  adds  :  "  We  admit  that  all  the  Scrip- 
tures which  you  have  cited  refer  to  him."^  Not  only, 
therefore,  were  the  Scriptures  of  the  Old  Testament 
closely  connected  with  their  Lord  by  the  Fathers,  and, 
at  the  date  of  which  we  are  treating,  were  the  only 
'  Holy  Scriptures  "  recognised,  but  they  made  the  same 
complaints  which  we  meet  with  in  Dionysius  that  these 
Scriptures  were  adulterated  by  omissions  and  interpola- 
tions.^ The  expression  of  Eusebius  regarding  "expo- 
sitions of  Holy  or  Divine  Scriptures"  {ypa^v  Oeicov 
i^riyrja-eii)  added  by  Dionysius,  which  applied  to  the 
Old  Testament,  tends  to  connect  the  Old  Testament  also 
with  this  term  "  Scriptures  of  the  Lord."  It  is  certain 
that  had  Dionysius  mentioned  books  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, Eusebius  would  as  usual  have  stated  the  fact 

*  Dial.  c.  Tryph.,  Ixx. — ^Ixxv.  '  Dial.,  Ixxxix. 

'  This  charge  is  made  with  insistance   throughout  the  Clementine 
Homilies. 
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If  the  term  "  Scriptures  of  the  Lord/'  however,  be  re- 
ferred to  Gospels,  the  difficulty  of  using  it  as  evidence 
continues  undiminished.  We  have  no  indication  what- 
ever what  evangelical  works  were  in  the  Bishop's  mind. 
We  have  not  yet  met  with  any  trace  of  our  Gospels, 
whilst  on  the  other  hand  we  have  seen  other  Gospels 
used  by  the  Fathers,  and  in  exclusive  circulation  amongst 
various  communities,  and  even  until  much  later  times 
many  works  were  regarded  by  them  as  divinely  inspired 
which  have  no  place  in  our  Canon.  The  Gospel  accord- 
ing to  the  Hebrews  for  instance  was  made  use  of  by  all 
the  Apostolic  Fathers,  by  pseudo-Ignatius,  Polycarp, 
Papias,  Hegesippus,  Justin  Martyr,  and  at  least  em- 
ployed along  with  our  Gospels  by  Clement  of  Alexandria, 
Origen,  and  Jerome,  whilst  Eusebius  is  in  doubt  whether 
to  place  it  in  the  second  class  among  the  Antilegomena 
with  the  Apocalypse,  or  in  the  first,  amongst  the  Homo- 
logomena.^  The  fact  that  Serapion,  in  the  third  century 
allowed  the  Gospel  of  Peter  to  be  used  in  the  church  of 
Rhossus*  shows  at  the  same  time  the  consideration  in 
which  it  was  held,  and  the  incompleteness  of  the 
Canonical  position  of  the  New  Testament  ^Titings.  So 
does  the  circumstance  that  in  the  fifth  century  Theodoret 
found  the  Grospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  or  Tatian  s 
Gospel,  widely  circulated  and  held  in  honour  amongst 
orthodox  churches  in  his  diocese.*  The  Pastor  of  Hennas, 
which  was  read  in  the  Churches  and  nearly  secured  a 
permanent  place  in  the  Canon,  was  quoted  as  inspired  by 
IrensEjus.*     The  Epistle  of  Barnabas  was  held  in  similar 


*  EwtehitjtSy  H.  E.,  iii.  26.  •  Ih,,  vi.  12. 

»  Theodora,  Hwr.  fab.,  i.  20;  cf.  Epiph.,  Haer.,  xlvi.  1 ;  cf.  Theodorei, 
Hser.  fab.,  ii.  2. 
^   *  Adv.  Hfler.,  iv.  20,  §  2  ;  Eusel.,  H.  E.,  v.  8 ;  cf.  iii.  3. 
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honour,  and  quoted  as  inspired  by  Clement  of  Alexan- 
dria^ and  by  Origen,^  as  was  likewise  the  Epistle  of  the 
Roman  Clement     The  Apocalypse  of  Peter  was  included 
by  Clement  of  Alexandria  in  his  account  of  the  Canonical 
Scriptures  and  those  which  are  disputed,  such    as  the 
Epistle  of  Jude  and  the  other  Catholic  Epistles,^  and  it 
stands  side  by  side  with  the  Apocalypse  of  John  in  the 
Canon  of  Muratori,  being  long  after  publicly  read  in  the 
Churches  of  Palestine  *     Tischendorf  indeed  conjectures 
that  a  blank  in  the  Codex  Sinaiticus  after  the  New  Testa- 
ment  was  formerly  filled  by  it.     Justin,  Clement   of 
Alexandria^  and  Lactantius  quote  the  Sibylline  books  as 
the  Word  of  God,  and  pay  similar  honour  to  the  Book  of 
Hystaspes.*     So  great  indeed  was  the  consideration  and 
use  of  the  SibyUine  Books  in  the  Church  of  the  second 
and  third  centuries,  that  Christians  from  that  fact  were 
nicknamed  Sibyllists.*     It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply,  as 
might  so  easily  be  done,  these  illustrations ;  it  is  too 
well  known  that  a  vast  number  of  Gospels  and  similar 
works  which  havQ  been  excluded  from  the  Canon  were 
held  in  the  deepest  veneration  by  the  Chiu-ch  in  the 
second  century,  to  which  the  words  of  Dionysius  may 
apply.    So  vague  and  indefinite  an  expression  at  any  rate 
is  useless  as  evidence  for  the  existence  of  our  Canonical 
Gospels. 

Canon    Westcott's    deduction    from    the    words    of 

>  Strom.,  ii.  8,  iv.  17.  *  Philocal.,  18. 

»  Eusehiua,  H.  E.,  vi.  14.  <  8ozom.,  H.  E.,  vii.  19. 

»  Justin,  Apol.,  i.  20,  44;  Clem.  Al,  Strom.,  vi.  6,  §§  42,  43;  Lactan- 
tiusy  Infltit.  Div.,  i.  6,  7,  vii.  15,  19.  Clement  of  Alexandria  quotes  with 
perfect  faith  and  seriousness  some  apocryphal  book,  in  which,  he  says, 
the  Apostle  Paul  recommends  the  Hellenic  books,  the  Sibyl  and  the 
.books  of  Hystaspes  as  giving  notably  clear  prophetic  descriptions  of  the 
Son  of  God.    Strom.,  vi.  5,  §  42,  43. 

•  Origen,  Ck>ntra  Gels.,  v.  6;  cf.  vii.  53. 
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Dionysius,  that  not  only  were  the  writings  of  the  New 
Testament  abeady  collected,  but  that  they  were  ''jealously 
guarded,"   is    imaginative  indeed.      It    is   much    and 
devoutly  to  be  wished  that  they  had  been  as  carefully 
guarded  as  he  supposes,  even  at  a  much  later  period,  but 
it  is  well  known  that  this  was  not  the  case,  and  that 
numerous  interpolations  have  been  introduced  into  the 
text.     The  whole  history  of  the  Canon  and  of  Christian 
literature  in  the  second  and  third  centuries  displays  the 
most  deplorable  carelessness  and  want  of  critical  judg- 
ment   on  the  part    of    the    Fathers.     Whatever  was 
considered   as   conducive  to   Christian  edification  was 
blindly  adopted  by  them,  and  a  vast  number  of  works 
were  launched   into  circulation  and  falsely  ascribed  to 
Apostles  and  others  likely  to  secure  for  them  greater 
consideration.     Such  pious  fraud  was  rarely  suspected, 
still  more  rarely  detected  in  the  early  ages  of  Christianity, 
and  several  of  such  pseudographs  have  secured  a  place 
in  our  New  Testament.     The  words  of  Dionysius  need 
not  receive   any   wider  signification  than   a  reference 
to  well-known  Epistles.     It  is  clear  from  the  words  of 
the  Apostle  Paul  in  2  Thess.  ii.  2,  iii.  1 7,  that  his  Epistles 
were  falsified,  and  setting  aside  some  of  those  which  bear 
his   name  in  our  Canon,  spurious  Epistles  were  long 
ascribed  to  him,  such  as  the  Epistle  to  the  Laodiceans 
and  a  third  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians.     We  need  not  do 
more  than  allude  to  the  second  Epistle  falsely  bearing 
the  name  of  Clement  of  Rome,  as  well  as  the  Clementine 
Homilies  and  Recognitions,  the  Apostolical  Constitutions, 
and   the  spurious  letters  of  Ignatius,  the  letters   and 
legend  of  Abgarus  quoted  by  Eusebius,  and  the  Epistles 
of  Paul  and  Seneca,  in  addition  to  others  already  pointed 
out,  as  instances  of  the  wholesale  falsification  of  that 
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period,  many  of  which  gross  forgeries  were  at  once 
accepted  as  genuine  by  the  Fathers,  so  slight  was  their 
critical  faculty  and  so  ready  their  credulity.*  In  one 
case  the  Church  punished  the  author  who,  from  mistaken 
zeal  for  the  honour  of  the  Apostle  Paul,  fabricated  the 
Acta  Pauli  et  TJieclce  in  his  name,^  but  the  forged 
production  was  not  the  less  made  use  of  in  the  Church. 
There  was,  therefore,  no  lack  of  falsification  and  adultera- 
tion of  works  of  Apostles  and  others  of  greater  liote 
than  himself  to  warrant  the  remark  of  Dionysius,  without 
any  forced  application  of  it  to  our  Gospels  or  to  a  New 
Testament  Canon,  the  existence  of  which  there  is  nothing 
to  substantiate,  but  on  the  contrary  every  reason  to 
discredit 

Before  leaving  this  passage  we  may  add  that  although 
even  Tischendorf  does  not,  Canon  Westcott  does  find  in 
it  references  to  our  first  Synoptic,  and  to  the  Apocalypse. 
"  The  short  fragment  just  quoted,"  he  says,  **  contains 
two  obvious  allusions,  one  to  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew, 
and  one  to  the  Apocalypse."  ^  The  words :  **  the  Apostles 
of  the  devil  have  filled  these  with  tares,"  are,  he  supposes^ 
an  allusion  to  Matt.  xiii.  24  ff*.  But  even  if  the  expres- 
sion were  an  echo  of  the  Parable  of  the  Wheat  and 
Tares,  it  is  absurd  to  refer  it  in  this  arbitrary  way  to  out 
first  Gospel,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  numerous  other  works 
which  existed,  many  of  which  doubtless  contained  it, 
and  notably  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews. 
Obviously  the  words  have  no  evidential  valua 

Continuing  his  previous  assertions,  however,  Caiion 
Westcott  afiirms  with  equal  boldness  :  "  The  allusion  in 

^  The  Epistle  of  Jnde  quotes  as  gemdne  the  A8saisptio&  of  Moses,  anA 
also  the  Book  of  Enoch,  and  the  defence  of  ih^  authenticity  of  the  iBLtt&t 
by  Tertuilian  {de  Cultufem.,  i.  3)  "will  not  be  forgotten. 

'  Teriullian,  De  Baptismo,  17.  »  On  the  Canon,  p.  167. 
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the  last  clause  ^ — to  the  **  Scriptures  of  the  Lord '' — 
"  will  be  clear  when  it  is  remembered  that  Dionysius 
*  warred  against  the  heresy  of  Marcion  and  defended 
the  rule  of  truth  '  *'  {irapiaraaOai  Kavovi  dX.).^  Tischen- 
dorf,  who  is  ready  enough  to  strain  every  expression  into 
evidence,  recognizes  too  well  that  this  is  not  capable  of 
such  an  interpretation.  Dr.  Westcott  omits  to  mention 
that  the  words,  moreover,  are  not  used  by  Dionysius  at 
all,  but  simply  proceed  from  Eusebiua^  Dr.  Donaldson 
distinctly  states  the  fact  that,  "  there  is  no  reference  to 
the  Bible  in  the  words  of  Eusebius  :  he  defends  the  rule 
of  the  truth  "^  (roJ  rfj^  akrjd^Ca^  irapioTaTai  kovovC). 

There  is  only  one  other  point  to  mention.  Canon 
Westcott  refers  to  the  passage  in  the  Epistle  of  Dionysius, 
which  has  already  been  quoted  in  this  work  regarding 
the  reading  of  Christian  writings  in  churches.  **  To- 
day," he  writes  to  Soter,  "we  have  kept  the  Lord's 
holy  day,  in  which  we  have  read  your  Epistle,  from  the 
reading  of  which  we  shall  ever  derive  admonition,  as  we 
do  fix)m  the  former  one  written  to  us  by  Clement."  *  It 
is  evident  that  there  was  no  idea,  in  selecting  the  works 
to  be  read  at  the  weekly  assembly  of  Christians,  of  any 
Canon  of  a  New  Testament.  We  here  learn  that  the 
Epistles  of  Clement  and  of  Soter  were  habitually  read, 
and  while  we  hear  of  this,  and  of  the  similar  reading  of 
Justin's  "Memoirs  of  the  Apostles,"*  of  the  Pastor  of 
Hennas,*  of  the  Apocalypse  of  Peter,^  and  other 
apocryphal  works,  we  do  not  at  the  same  time  hear  of 
the  public  reading  of  our  Gospels. 

^  Onthe  Canon,  p.  166  f.  »  H.  E.,  iv.  23. 

*  Hist.  Ohr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  217  f. 

*  Euaeb.,  H.  E.,  iv.  23.  '  Justin^  Apol.,  i.  67. 

*  Euseb.,  H.  E.,  iii.  3;  Hieron.,  Do  Vir.  HI.,  10. 
'  8oz(m.,'H.,  E.,vii.  9. 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

MELITO     OF     SARDIS — CLAUDIUS     APOLLINARIS — ^ATHENA- 
GORAS — THE   EPISTLE   OP  VIENNE  AND   LYONS. 

We  miglit  here  altogether  have  passed  over  Melito, 
Bishop  of  Sardis  in  Lydia,  had  it  not  been  for  the  use 
of  certain  fragments  of  his  writings  made  by  Canon 
Westcott.  Melito,  natm'ally,  is  not  cited  by  Tischendorf 
at  all,  but  the  English  Apologist,  with  greater  zeal,  we 
think,  than  critical  discretion,  forces  him  into  service  as 
evidence  for  the  Gospels  and  a  New  Testament  Canon. 
The  date  of  Melito,  it  is  generally  agreed,  falls  after 
A.D.  176,  a  phrase  in  his  apology  presented  to  Marcus 
Antoninus  preserved  in  Eusebius  ^  (jxera  tov  TrotSo?) 
indicating  that  Commodus  had  already  been  admitted  to 
a  share  of  the  Government.^ 

Canon  Westcott  aflfirms  that,  in  a  fragment  preserved 
by  Eusebius,  Melito  speaks  of  the  books  of  the  New 
Testament  in  a  collected  form.  He  says :  "  The  words 
of  Melito  on  the  other  hand  are  simple  and  casual,  and 
yet  their  meaning  can  scarcely  be  mistaken.  He  writes 
to  Onesimus,  a  fellow-Christian  who  had  urged  him  *  to 

» H.  E.,  ir.  26. 

'  Basnage,  Ann.  Polit.  Eccles.,  177,  §  3 ;  Dupin,  Bibliotb.  des  Auteurs 
EccL,  i.  p.  63;  Lardner,  Credibility,  &c..  Works,  ii.  p.  147;  Tillemont, 
M^m.  Hist.  Ecd.,  ii.  p.  707,  note  1  f. ;  WeatcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  193, 
note  2  ;  Woog,  Be  Melitone,  §  5 ;  of.  DonalcUony  Hist.  Chr.  Lit  and  Doctr., 
iii.  p.  229. 
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make  selections  for  him  from  the  Law  and  the  Prophets 
concerning  the  Saviour  and  the  faith  generally,  and  fur- 
thermore desired  to  learn  the  accurate  account  of  the 
Old  (TToXat^v)  Books;'  *  having  gone  therefore  to  the 
East/  Melito  says,  *  and  reached  the  spot  where  [each 
thing]  was  preached  and  done,  and  having  learned 
accurately  the  Books  of  the  Old  Testament,  I  have  sent 
a  list  of  them/  The  mention  of  *  the  Old  Books ' — *  the 
Books  of  the  Old  Testament,'  naturally  implies  a  definite 
New  Testament,  a  written  antitype  to  the  Old ;  and  the 
form  of  language  implies  a  familar  recognition  of  its 
contents/'^  This  is  truly  astonishing !  The  "  form  of 
language  "  can  only  refer  to  the  words  :  "  concerning  the 
Saviour  and  the  faith  generally,"  which  must  have  an 
amazing  fulness  of  meaning  to  convey  to  Canon  West- 
cott  the  implication  of  a  "  familiar  recognition  "  of  the 
contents  of  a  supposed  already  collected  New  Testa- 
ment, seeing  that  a  simple  Christian,  not  to  say  a  Bishop, 
might  at  least  know  of  a  Saviour  and  the  faith  generally 
from  the  oral  preaching  of  the  Gospel,  from  a  single 
Epistle  of  Paul,  or  from  any  of  the  ttoXXoI  of  Luke. 
This  reasoning  forms  a  worthy  pendant  to  his  argument 
that  because  Melito  speaks  of  the  books  of  the  Old  Tes- 
tament he  implies  the  existence  of  a  definite  collected 
New  Testament.  Such  an  assertion  is  calculated  to  mis- 
lead a  large  class  of  readers.* 

The  fragment  of  Melito  is  as  follows  :  "  Melito  to  his 


>  On  the  Canon,  p.  193. 

'It  must  be  said,  howeyer,  that  Canon  Weetcott  merely  follows  and 
exaggerates  Lardner,  here,  who  says :  **  From  this  passage  I  would  con- 
clude that  there  was  then  also  a  volume  or  collection  of  books  called  the 
New  Testament,  containing  the  writings  of  Apostles  and  Apostolical  men, 
but  we  cannot  from  hence  infer  the  names  or  the  escact  number  of  those 
books."    Credibility,  Ac,  Works,  ii.  p.  148. 
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brother  Onesimus,  greeting.  As  thou  hast  frequently 
desired  in  thy  zeal  for  the  word  (Xoyoi/)  to  have  extracts 
made  for  thee,  both  from  the  law  and  the  prophets  con- 
cerning the  Saviour  and  our  whole  faith ;  nay,  more,  hast 
wished  to  be  informed  with  exactness  of  the  old  books 
(TToXatSz/  fiifi\uDv)y  how  many  they  are  and  what  is  their 
order,  I  have  earnestly  endeavoured  to  accomplish  this, 
knowing  thy  zeal  concerning  the  faith,  and  thy  desire  to 
be  informed  concerning  the  word  (koyoi/),  and  especially 
that  thou  preferrest  these  matters  to  all  others  from  love 
towards  Grod,  striving  to  gain  eternal  salvation.  Having, 
therefore,  gone  to  the  East,  and  reached  the  place  where 
this  was  preached  and  done,  and  having  accurately 
ascertained  the  books  of  the  Old  Testament  (ra  t7J<s 
7raXcua5  Bia0T]Kri^  ^L^kCa),  I  have,  subjoined,  sent  a  list 
of  them  unto  thee,  and  these  are  the  names"  —  then 
follows  a  list  of  the  books  of  the  Old  Testament 
omitting,  however,  Esther.  He  then  concludes  with  tlie 
words  :  "  Of  these  I  have  made  the  extracts  dividing 
them  into  six  books."  * 

Canon  Westcott's  assertion  that  the  expression  "  Old 
Books,"  "  Boots  of  the  Old  Testament,"  involves  here  by 
antithesis  a  definite  written  New  Testament,  requires  us 
to  say  a  few  words  as  to  the  name  of  "Testament"  as 
applied  to  both  divisions  of  the  Bible.  It  is  of  course 
well  known  that  this  word  came  into  use  originally  from 
the  translation  of  the  Hebrew  word  "covenant"  (^'P?), 
or  compact  made  between  God  and  the  Israelites,^  in 
the  Septuagint  version  by  the  Greek  word  Ato^io;, 
which  in  a  legal  sense  also  means  a  will  or  Testament,^ 
and  that  word  is  adopted  throughout  the  New  Testa- 

»  EfMebiuB,  H.  E.,  iy.  26.  «  Cf.  Exod.  xxiv.  7. 

*  The  legal  sense  of  diaO^iai  as  a  Will  or  Testament  is  distinctly  in- 
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ment.  *  The  Vulgate  translation,  instead  of  retaining 
the  original  Hebrew  signification,  translated  the  word 
in  the  Gospels  and  Epistles,  '^  Testamentum"  and  rf 
TToXoxa  hiadrjiaj  became  "  Vetus  Testamentum"  instead 
of  "  Vetus  Fcedusl'  and  whenever  the  word  occurs  in 
the  English  version  it  is  almost  invariably  rendered 
*'  Testament  *'  instead  of  covenant.  The  expression 
"  Book  of  the  Covenant,"  or  "  Testament,"  ^t)8Xos  7^5 
SutdTjKTjSy  frequently  occurs  in  the  LXX  version  of  the 
Old  Testament  and  its  Apocrypha,^  and  in  Jeremiah 
xxxL  31-34,'  the  prophet  speaks  of  making  a  "new 
covenant"  {kouvti  hiaOrjiaj)  with  the  house  of  Israel, 
which  is  indeed  quoted  in  Hebrews  viii  8.  It  is  the 
doctrinal  idea  of  the  new  covenant,  through  Christ  con- 
firming the  former  one  made  to  the  Israelites,  which 
has  led  to  the  distinction  of  the  Old  and  New  Testa- 
ments. Generally  the  Old  Testament  was,  in  the  first 
ages  of  Christianity,  indicated  by  the  simple  expressions 
"The  Books"  (ra  fiipkLa),  "Holy  Scriptures"  (Upi 
ypafifiaTay*  or  ypa<f>al  ayiax)^^  or  "  The  Scriptures "  (at 
ypa^al),*  but  the  preparation  for  the  distinction  of  "  Old 
Testament "  began  very  early  in  the  development  of  the 
doctrinal  idea  of  the  New  Testament  of  Christ,  before 
there  was  any  part  of  the  New  Testament  books  written 
at  aU.     The  expression  "  New  Testament,"  derived  thus 

tended  in  Heb.  ix.  16.  "  Eor  where  a  Testament  (dca^^)  is,  tkere 
must  also  of  necessity  be  the  death  of  \h^  testator ''  (dux^c/icvov).  The 
same  word  diaBriiaj  is  employed  thronghont  the  whole  passage.  Heb. 
ix.  15—20. 

»2Cor.  iii.  14;  Heb.  viii.  6—13,  xii.  24;  Eom.  ix.  4,  xi.  26—28; 
Gal.  iii.  14—17  ;  Ephes.  ii.  12,  &c.,  &c. 

»  Of.  Exod^  xxiv.  7;  2  CJhron.  xxxiv.  30;  2  Kings  xxiii.  2 ;  1  Maccab. 
i.  57 ;  Siraoh,  xxiy.  23,  &c.,  &o. 

■  In  the  Beptoagint  version,  xxxviii.  31 — 34. 

*  2  Tim.  iii.  15*  *  Eom.  i.  2.  •  Matt.  xxii.  29. 
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antithetically  from  the  "Old  Testament/'  occurs  constantly 
throughout  the  second  part  of  the  Bible.  In  the  Epistle 
to  the  Hebrews  viii.  6-13,  the  Mosaic  dispensation  is 
contrasted  with  the  Christian,  and  Jesus  is  called  the 
Mediator  of  a  better  Testament  [BiaOiJKy])}  The  first 
Testament  not  being  faultless,  is  replaced  by  the  second, 
and  the  writer  quotes  the  passage  from  Jeremiah  to 
which  we  have  referred  regarding  a  New  Testament, 
winding  up  his  argument  with  the  words,  v.  13  :  "In  that 
he  saith  a  new  (Testament)  he  hath  made  the  first  old." 
Again,  in  our  first  Gospel,  during  the  La3t  Supper,  Jesus 
is  represented  as  saying  :  "  This  is  my  blood  of  the  New 
Testament"  (ttjs  Kaivr}^  hiaOrjicqi)  ;^  and  in  Lukche  says  : 
"  This  cup  is  the  New  Testament  (17  Kaiirq  hiadrjiai)  in 
my  blood.  ^  There  is,  therefore,  a  very  distinct  reference 
made  to  the  two  Testaments  as  "  New  "  and  "  Old,*'  and 
in  speaking  of  the  books  of  the  Law  and  the  Prophets  as 
the  "Old  Books"  and  "Books  of  the  old  Testament," 
after  the  general  acceptance  of  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  as 
the  New  Testament  or  Covenant,  there  was  no  anti- 
thetical implication  whatever  of  a  written  New  Testa- 
ment, but  a  mere  reference  to  the  doctrinal  idea.  We 
might  multiply  illustrations  showing  how  ever-present 
to  the  mind  of  the  early  Church  was  the  contrast  of  the 
Mosaic  and  Christian  Covenants  as  Old  and  New.  Two 
more  we  may  venture  to  point  out.  In  Romans  ix  4, 
and  Gal.  iv.  24,  the  two  Testaments  or  Covenants 
(at  hvo  hLa0rjKaC)y  typified  by  Sinai  and  the  heavenly 
Jerusalem,  are  discussed,  and  the  superiority  of  the  latter 
asserted.  There  is,  however,  a  passage,  still  more  clear 
and  decisive.  Paul  says  in  2  Corinthians  iii  6  :  "  Who 
also  (God)  made  us  sufficient  to  be  ministers  of  the  New 

»  Cf.  ix.  15,  xii.  24.  «  Matt.  xxyi.  28.  >  Luke  xxii.  20. 
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Testament  (  Kaivrjs  SvaOyJKrjs)  not  of  the  letter,  but  of  the 
spirit''  {ov  ypdiniaro^  aXXa  irv^viiaToi).  Why  does  not 
Canon  Westcott  boldly  claim  this  as  evidence  of  a 
definite  written  New  Testament,  when  not  only  is  there 
reference  to  the  name,  but  a  distinction  drawn  between 
the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  it,  from  which  an  apologist 
might  make 'a  telling  argument?  But  proceeding  to 
contrast  the  glory  of  the  New  with  the  Old  dispensation, 
the  Apostle,  in  reference  to  the  veil  with  which  Moses 
covered  his  face,  says  :  "  But  their  understandings  were 
hardened :  for  until  this  very  day  remaineth  the  same 
veil  in  the  reading  of  the  Old  Testament"  \iTrl  rp 
dvayvdaei  rfjs  TroXata?  Sta^T/fCT/s)  ;^  and  as  if  to  make  the 
matter  still  clearer  he  repeats  in  the  next  verse :  "  But 
even  unto  this  day  when  Moses  is  read,  the  veil  lieth 
upon  their  heart/'  Now  here  the  actual  reading  of  the 
Old  Testament  (vaXaLas  ZiaOrjicqi)  is  distinctly  men- 
tioned, and  the  expression  quite  as  aptly  as  that  of 
Melito, . "  implies  a  definite  New  Testament,  a  written 
antitype  to  the  Old,"  but  even  Canon  Westcott  would 
not  dare  to  suggest  that  when  the  second  Epistle  to  the 
Corinthians  was  composed,  there  was  a  *'  definite  written 
New  Testament "  in  existence.  This  conclusively  shows 
that  the  whole  argument  from  Melito's  mention  of  the 
books  of  the  Old  Testament  is  absolutely  groundless. 

On  the  contrary,  Canon  Westcott  should  know  very 
well  that  the  first  general  designation  for  the  New 
Testament  collection  was  "The  Gospel"  {evayyikiov, 
evayyekvKov^  evayyekiKoi)  and  "  The  Apostle  "  (aTrooToXo?, 
anoarroXiKovt  aTrooToXtKa),  for  the  two  portions  of  the 
collection,  in  contrast  with  the  divisions  of  the  Old 
Testament,  the   Law   and   the   Prophets    (o   vofios,    ol 

*  Verse  14, 
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iTpo^Toi),^  and  the  name  New  Testament  occurs  for  the 
very  first  time  in  the  third  century,  when  TertuUian  called 
the  collection  of  Christian  Scriptures  Novum  Instru- 
mentum  and  Novum  TestamentumJ^  The  term  '^  /c<ui^ 
Bul67Jk7i  is  not,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  applied  in  the 
Greek  to  the  "  New  Testament''  collection  in  any  earlier 
work  than  Origen's  De  PHncipiiSy  iv.  1.  It  was  only 
in  the  second  half  of  the  third  century  that  the  double 
designation  to  evayyikixiv  koX  6  airocrroXos  was  generally 
abandoned. 

As  to  the  evidence  for  a  New  Testament  Canon,  which 
Dr.  Westcott  supposes  he  gains  by  his  unfounded  infer- 
ence from  Melito's  expression,  we  may  judge  of  its  value 
from  the  fact  that  he  himself,  like  Lardner,  admits  : 
"  But  there  is  little  evidence  in  the  fragment  of  Melito 
to  show  what  writings  he  would  have  included  in  the 
new  collection.'"*  Little  evidence  ?  There  is  none 
at  all. 

There  is,  however,  one  singular  and  instructive  point 
in  this  fragment  to  which  Canon  Westcott  does  not  in 
any  way  refer,  but  which  well  merits  attention  as  illus- 

>  Cf.  Irenceus,  Adv.  Hsbt.,  i.  3,  §  6;  Clemens  Ah,  Strom.,  v.  5,  $  31; 
Tertttllian,  De  Prsescr.,  36 ;  Adv.  Marc.,  iv.  2,  Apolog.,  18 ;  Origen,  Horn, 
xiz.  in  Jerem.  T.  iu.  p.  364.  The  Canon  of  Muratori  says  that  the  Pastor 
of  Hennas  can  neither  be  olassed  **  inter  Prophetas  neque  inter  Apos- 
tolos.''  In  a  translation  of  the  Clavisy  a  spurious  work  attributed  to 
Melito  himself'—and  Dr.  Westcott  admits  it  to  be  spurious  (p.  198,  note  1) 
— the  Gospels  are  referred  to  simply  by  the  formula  "  in  evangeHo,**  and 
the  Epistles  generally  **tn  (q>oetolo,** 

'Adv.  Prax.,  15,  20;  Adv.  Marc,  iv.  1.  He  says  in  the  latter  place 
"  instrumenti,"  referring  to  Old  and  New  Testaments,  **  vel,  quod  magis 
Usui  est  dicere,  teetamenti." 

*Berthol(U,  Einl.  a.  u.  N.  Test.,  i.  p.  22;  Credner,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p. 
23  ff. ;  Eichhorny  Einl.  N.  T.,  iv.  p.  25  ff.,  p.  38  ff. ;  Guericke,  Gesammt- 
gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  4  f. ;  JUithmayr,  Einl.  N.  B.,  1852,  p.  22 ff. ;  Scholz,  Einl. 
H.  S.  des  A.  u.  N.  T.,  1845,  i.  p.  264  ;  i>«  Wette,  Lehrb.  Einl.  A.  T.,  1852, 
p.  8  ff.  *  On  the  Canon,  p.  194. 
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trating  the  state  of  religious  knowledge  at  that  time, 
and,  by  analogy,  giving  a  glimpse  of  the  difficulties 
which  beset  early  Christian  literature.  We  are  told  by 
Melito  that  Onesimus  had  frequently  urged  him  to  give 
'  him  exact  information  as  to  the  number  and  order  of  the 
books  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  to  have  extracts  made 
for  him  from  them  concerning  the  Saviour  and  the  faith. 
Now  it  is  apparent  that  Melito,  though  a  Bishop,  was 
not  able  to  give  the  desired  information  regarding  the 
number  smd  order  of  the  books  of  the  Old  Testament 
himself,  but  that  he  had  to  make  a  journey  to  collect  it. 
If  this  was  the  extent  of  knowledge  possessed  by  the 
Bishop  of  Sardis  of  what  was  to  the  Fathers  the  only 
Holy  Scripture,  how  ignorant  his  flock  must  have  been, 
and  how  unfitted,  both,  to  form  any  critical  judgment  as 
to  the  connection  of  Christianity  with  the  Mosaic  dispen- 
sation. The  formation  of  a  Christian  Canon  at  a  period 
when  such  ignorance  was  not  only  possible  but  generally 
prevailed,  and  when  the  zeal  of  believers  led  to  the  com- 
position of  such  a  mass  of  pseudonymic  and  other  litera- 
ture, in  which  every  consideration  of  correctness  and  truth 
was  subordinated  to  a  childish  desire  for  edification,  must 
have  been  slow  indeed  and  uncertain ;  and  in  such  an 
age  fortuitous  circumstances  must  have  mainly  led  to 
the  canonization  or  actual  loss  of  many  a  work.  So  far 
from  affording  any  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  New 
Testament  Canon,  the  fragment  of  Melito  only  shows  the 
ignorance  of  the  Bishop  of  Sardis  as  to  the  Canon  even  of 
the  Old  Testament. 

We  have  not  yet  finished  with  Melito  in  connection  with 
Canon  Westcott,  however,  and  it  is  necessary  to  follow 
him  further  in  order  fully  to  appreciate  the  nature  of  the 
evidence  for  the  New  Testament  Canon,  which,  in  default 
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of  better,  he  is  obliged  to  offer.  Eusebius  gives  what  he 
evidently  considers  a  complete  list  of  the  works  of  Melito, 
and  in  addition  to  the  fragment  already  quoted,  he 
extracts  a  brief  passage  from  Melito's  work  on  the 
Passion,  and  some  much  longer  quotations  from  his- 
Apology,  to  which  we  have  in  passing  referred.*  With 
these  exceptions,  none  of  Melito's  writings  are  now  extant. 
Dr.  Cureton,  however,  has  published  a  Syriac  version, 
with  translation,  of  a  so-called  **  Oration  of  Meliton,  the 
Philosopher,  who  was  in  the  presence  of  Antoninus 
Caesar,"  together  with  five  other  fragments  attributed 
to  Melito.^  With  regard  to  this  Syriac  Oration  Canon 
Westcott  says :  "  Though  if  it  be  entire,  it  is  not  the 
Apology  with  which  Eusebius  was  ac/quainted,  the 
general  character  of  the  writing  leads  to  the  belief  that 
it  is  a  genuine  book  of  Melito  of  Sardis  ; "  ^  and  he 
proceeds  to  treat  it  as  authentic.  In  the  first  place,  we 
have  so  little  of  Melito's  genuine  compositions  extant, 
that  it  is  hazardous  indeed  to  draw  any  positive  deduc- 
tion from  the  "  character  of  the  writing."  Cureton, 
Bunsen,  and  others  maintain  that  this  Apology  is  not  a 
fragment,  and  it  cannot  be  the  work  mentioned  by 
Eusebius,  for  it  does  not  contain  the  quotation  from  the 
authentic  Orations  which  he  has  preserved,  and  which 
are  considerable.  It  is,  however,  clear  from  the  substance 
of  the  composition  that  it  cannot  have  been  spoken  before 
the  Emperor,*  and  moreover,  it  has  in  no  way  the  cha- 
racter of  an  "  Apology,"  for  there  is  not  a  single  word 
in  it  about  either  Christianity  or  Christians.     There  is 

»  Euseb,,  H.  E.,  iv.  26. 

'  Spicilegium  Syriaoum,  1855,  pp.  41—56 ;  PUray  Spioil.  Soleem.,  1855. 
iL  Proleg.  xzzyiii.  ff. 

•  On  the  Canon,  p.  194. 

*  Donaldion,  Hiat.  Chr.  Lit,  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  234  f. 
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every  reason  to  believe  that  it  is  not  a  genuine  work 
of  Melito.^  There  is  no  ground  whatever  for  supposing 
that  he  wrote  two  Apologies,  nor  is  this  ascribed  to  him 
upon  any  other  ground  than  the  inscription  of  an  un- 
known Syriac  writer.  This,  however,  is  not  the  only 
spurious  work  attributed  to  Melito.  Of  this  work  Canon 
VVestcott  says  :  **  Like  other  Apologies,  this  oration  con- 
tains only  indirect  references  to  the  Christian  Scrip- 
tures. The  allusions  in  it  to  the  Gospels  are  extremely 
rare,  and  except  so  far  as  they  show  the  influence  of 
St.  John's  writings,  of  no  special  interest."  ^  It  would 
have  been  more  correct  to  have  said  that  there  are  no 
allusions  in  it  to  the  Gospels  at  all. 

Canon  Westcott  is  somewhat  enthusiastic  in  speaking 
of  Melito  and  his  literary  activity  as  evinced  in  the 
titles  of  his  works  recorded  by  Eusebius,  and  he  quotes 
with  great  zest  a  fragment,  said  to  be  from  a  treatise 
"  On  Faith,'*  amongst  these  Syriac  remains,  and  which 
he  considers  to  be  **  a  very  striking  expansion  of  the 
early  historic  creed  of  the  Church."  ^  As  usual,  we  shall 
give  the  entire  fragment :  "  We  have  made  collections 
from  the  Law  and  the  Prophets  relative  to  those  things 
which  have  been  declared  respecting  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  that  we  may  prove  to  your  love  that  he  is  perfect 
Keason,  the  Word  of  God  ;  who  was  begotten  before  the 
light ;  who  was  Creator  together  with  the  Father  ;  who 
was  the  Fashioner  of  man  ;  who  was  all  in  all ;  who 
among  the  Patriarchs  was  Patriarch ;  who  in  the  Law 
was  the  Law ;  among  the  Priests  chief  Priest ;  among 
Kings  Governor ;    among  the  Prophets    the  Prophet ; 

*  Dmaldsony  ib.,  iii.  p.  234 ;  Freppel,  Les  Apologistee,  2  ser.  p.  374  f. ; 
Damdaouy  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  478. 

'  On  the  Canon,  p.  194.  »  On  the  Canon,  p.  196, 
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among  the  Angels  Archangel ;  in  the  voice  the  Word  ; 
among  Spirits  Spirit ;  in  the  Father  the  Son ;  in  God 
the  King  for  ever  and  ever.  For  this  was  he  who  was 
Pilot  to  Noah ;  who  conducted  Abraham ;  who  was 
bound  with  Isaac ;  who  was  in  exile  with  Jacob ;  who 
was  sold  with  Joseph;  who  was  captain  with  Moses; 
who  was  the  Divider  of  the  inheritance  with  Jesus  the 
son  of  Nun  ;  who  in  David  and  the  Prophets  foretold 
his  own  sufferings ;  who  was  incarnate  in  the  Virgin  ; 
who  was  bom  at  Bethlehem ;  who  was  wrapped  in  swad- 
dling clothes  in  the  manger ;  who  was  seen  of  shepherds  ; 
who  was  glorified  of  angels ;  who  was  worshipped  by 
the  Magi ;  who  was  pointed  out  by  John ;  who  assem- 
bled the  Apostles ;  who  preached  the  kingdom ;  who 
healed  the  maimed ;  who  gave  light  to  the  blind  ;  who 
raised  the  dead;  who  appeared  in  the  Temple;  who 
was  not  believed  by  the  people  ;  who  was  betrayed  by 
Judas  ;  who  was  laid  hold  on  by  the  Priests  ;  who  was 
condemned  by  Pilate ;  who  was  pierced  in  the  flesh  ; 
who  was  hanged  upon  the  tree  ;  who  was  buried  in  the 
earth ;  who  rose  fipom  the  dead ;  who  appeared  to  the 
Apostles ;  who  ascended  to  heaven ;  who  sitteth  on  the 
right  hand  of  the  Father ;  who  is  the  Kest  of  those  who 
are  departed  ;  the  Recoverer  of  those  who  are  in  dark- 
ness; the  Deliverer  of  those  who  are  captives;  the 
Finder  of  those  who  have  gone  astray ;  the  Refuge  of  the 
afliicted ;  the  Bridegroom  of  the  Church  ;  the  Charioteer 
of  the  Cherubim ;  the  Captain  of  the  Angels  ;  God  who 
is  of  God ;  the  Son  who  is  of  the  Father ;  Jesus  Christ, 
the  King  for  ever  and  ever.     Amen/'  ^ 

Canon  Westcott   commences    his   commentary  upon 

»  CureUm,  Spioil.  Syriacum,  p.  53  f.;  WestcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  196  f. ; 
Pitra,  Spicil.  Solesm.,  ii.  Proleg.  lix,  f. 
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this  passage  with  the  remark :  "  No  writer  could 
state  the  fundamental  truths  of  Christianity  more 
unhesitatingly,  or  quote  the  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and 
New  Testaments  with  more  perfect  confidence/'^  We 
need  not  do  more  than  remark  that  there  is  not  a  single 
quotation  in  the  fragment,  and  that  there  is  not  a  single 
one  of  the  references  to  Gospel  history  or  to  ecclesiastical 
dogmas  which  might  not  have  been  derived  from  the 
Epistles  of  Paul,  from  any  of  the  forms  of  the  Gospel 
according  to  the  Hebrews,  the  Protevangelium  of  James, 
or  from  many  another  apocryphal  Gospel,  or  the  oral 
teaching  of  the  Church.  It  is  singular,  however,  that 
the  only  hint  which  Canon  Westcott  gives  of  the  more 
than  doubtful  authenticity  of  this  fragment  consists  of 
the  introductory  remark,  after  alluding  to  the  titles  of 
his  genuine  and  supposititious  writings  :  "  Of  these  mul- 
tifarious writings  very  few  fragments  remain  in  the 
original  Greek,  but  the  general  tone  of  them  is  so  decided 
in  its  theological  character  as  to  go  far  to  establish  the 
genuineness  of  those  which  are  preserved  in  the  Syriac 
translation/'^ 

Now,  the  fragment  "  On  Faith  "  which  has  just  been 
quoted  is  one  of  the  five  Syriac  pieces  of  Dr.  Cureton  to 
which  we  have  referred,  and  which  even  Apologists 
agree  "cannot  be  regarded  as  genuine."^  It  is  well 
known  that  there  were  many  writers  in  the  early  Church 
bearing  the  names  of  Melito  and  MUetius  or  Meletius,* 
which  were  frequently  confounded.  Of  these  five  Syriac 
fragments  one  bears  the  superscription  ;  "  Of  Melitou, 

»  On  the  danon,  p.  197. 
«  On  the  Canon,  p.  196. 

*  DtmcdcUan,  Hist.  Ohr.  Lit  and  Dootr.,  iii.  p.  236. 

*  Woog,  Dissert,,  i.  §  2 ;  of.  Donaldson,  ib.,  m,  p.  234,  236 ;  Cureton, 
SpioiL  Syriac.,  p.  96  f. 
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Bishop  of  the  city  of  Attica,"  and  another,  "  Of  the  holy 
Meliton,  Bishop  of  Utica,"  and  Cureton  himself  evidently 
leant  to  the  opinion  that  they  are  not  by  our  Melito,  but 
by  a  Meletius  or  Melitius,  Bishop  of  Sebastopolis  in 
Pontus.^  The  third  fragment  is  said  to  be  taken  from  a 
discourse  "  On  the  Cross,"  which  was  unknown  to  Euse- 
bius,  and  from  its  doctrinal  peculiarities  was  probably 
written  after  his  time.^  Another  fragment  purports  to 
be  from  a  work  on  the  "Soul  and  Body;"  and  the  last 
one  from  the  treatise  "  On  Faith,*'  which  we  are  discus- 
sing. The  last  two  works  are  mentioned  by  Eusebius, 
but  these  fragments,  besides  coming  in  such  suspicious 
company,  must  for  every  reason  be  pronounced  spurious.^ 
They  have  in  fact  no  attestation  whatever  except  that  of 
the  Syriac  translator,  who  is  unknown,  and  which  there- 
fore is  worthless,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  whole 
style  and  thought  of  the  fragments  are  unlike  anything 
else  of  Melito's  time,  and  clearly  indicate  a  later  stage  of 
theological  development.*  Moreover,  in  the  Mechitarist 
Librar}'-  at  Venice  there  is  a  shorter  version  of  the  same 
passage  in  a  Syriac  MS.,  and  an  Armenian  version  of 
the  extract  as  given  above,  in  both  of  which  the  passage 
is  distinctly  ascribed  to  Irenaeus.^  Besides  the  Oration 
and  the  five  Syriac  fragments,  we  have  other  two  works 
extant  falsely  attributed  to  Melito,  one,  "De  Transitu 
Virginis  Mariae,"  describing  the  miraculous  presence  of 
the  Apostles  at  the  death  of  Mary  ;^  and  the  other,  "  De 
Actibus  Joannis  Apostoli,"  relates  the  history  of  miracles 

*  SpicO.  Syriac.,  p.  96  f. 

'  DonaldsoHy  Hist.  Clir.  Lit.  and  Boctr.,  iii.  p.  237.  ' 

*  Donaldsouy  ib,,  iii.  p.  227.  *  /J.,  iii.  p.  236. 
'  They  are  given  by  Fitra,  Spicil.  Solesm.,  i.  p.  3  ff. 

*  It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  the  Virgin  is  introduced  into  aU  these 
^agments  in  a  manner  quite  foreign  to  the  period  at  which  Melito  liyed. 
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performed  by  the  Apostle  John.  Both  are  universally 
admitted  to  be  spurious,^  as  arc  a  few  other  fragments 
also  bearing  his  name.  Melito  did  not  escape  from  the 
falsification  to  which  many  of  his  more  distinguished 
predecessors  and  contemporaries  were  victims,  through 
the  literary  activity  and  unscrupulous  religious  zeal  of 
the  first  three  or  four  centuries  of  our  era. 


2. 


Very  little  is  known  regarding  Claudius  Apollinaris  to 
whom  we  must  now  for  a  moment  turn.  Eusebius 
informs  us  that  he  was  Bishop  of  Hierapolis,^  and  in  this 
he  is  supported  by  the  fragment  of  a  letter  of  Serapion 
Bishop  of  Antioch  preserved  to  us  by  him,  which  refers 
to  Apollinaris  as  the  "most  blessed."^  Tischendorf, 
without  any  precise  date,  sets  him  down  as  contemporary 
with  Tatian  and  Theophilus  (whom  he  calculates  to  have 
written  his  work  addressed  to  Autolycus  about  a,d.  180 — 
181).*  Eusebius*  mentions  that,  like  his  somewhat  earlier 
contemporary  Melito  of  Sardis,  Apollinaris  presented  an 
"Apology"  to  the  Emperor  Marcus  Antoninus,  and  he 
gives  us  further  materials  for  a  date  ^  by  stating  that 
Claudius  Apollinaris,  probably  in  his  Apology,  refers  to 
the  miracle  of  the  "  Thundering  Legion/'  which  is  said 

*  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  238 ;  Woog,  Dissert.,  ii. 
§  25;  FUray  Spicil.  Solesm.,  ii.  Proleg.  xzxi.  f. 

*H.  E.,iv.21,  26.  3/6.,  V.  19. 

*  Wann  warden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  16,  anm.  1. 

*  H.  E.,  iv.  26,  27 ;  cf.  Hieron.,  De  Vir.  HI.,  26. 

'  Ensebina  himself  sets  him  down  in  Ms  Ohroniole  as  flonrishing  in 
the  eleventh  year  of  Marcus,  or  a.d.  171,  a  year  later  than  he  dates 
MeUto. 
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to  have  occurred  during  the  war  of  Marcus  Antoninus 
agamst  the  Marcomanni  in  a.d.  174.*  The  date  of  his 
writings  may,  therefore,  with  moderation  be  fixed  between 
A.D.  177—180.^ 

Eusebius  and  others  mention  many  works  composed 
by  him,^  none  of  which,  however,  are  extant;  and 
we  have  only  to  deal  with  two  brief  fragments  in 
connection  with  the  Paschal  controversy,  which  are 
ascribed  to  ApoUinaris  in  the  Paschal  Chronicle  of 
Alexandria.  This  controversy,  as  to  the  day  upon  which 
the  Christian  Passover  should  be  celebrated,  broke  out 
about  A.D.  170,  and  long  continued  to  divide  the 
ChurcL*  In  the  preface  to  the  Paschal  Chronicle,  a 
work  of  the  seventh  century,  the  unknown  chronicler 
says  :  "  But  ApoUinaris,  the  most  holy  Bishop  of  Hiera- 
poUs,  in  Asia,  who  lived  near  apostolic  times,  taught  the 
same  things  in  his  work  on  the  Passover,  saying  this  : 
*  lliere  are  some,  however,  who  through  ignorance  raise 
contentions  regarding  these   matters  in  a  way  which 

*  EusebiiM,  H.  E.,  y.  5;  Moeheim,  Inst.  Hist.  Eodee.,  Book  L  cent.  iL 
part.  i.  ch.  L  $  9.  ApoUinaris  states  that  in  oonseqnenoe  of  this  mirade, 
the  Emperor  had  bestowed  upon  the  Legion  the  name  of  the  *•*  Thunder- 
ing Legion.*'  We  cannot  here  discuss  this  subject,  but  the  whole  story 
iUustrates  the  rapidity  with  which  a  fiction  is  magnified  into  truth  by 
religious  zeal,  and  is  surrounded  by  Mse  circumstantial  eyidence.  Cf. 
TertuUian,  ApoL  6,  ad  Scapulam,  4;  Dion  CassiuSy  lib.  55;  Scaliger, 
Animady.  in  Euseb.,  p.  223  f. ;  cf.  DoncUdaan,  Hist.  Ohr.  Lit.  and  Doctr., 
iu.  p.  241  f. 

«  Baur,  Unters.  kan.  Eyy.  p.  356  ;  Donaldson,  Hist  Chr.  Lit  and  Doctr., 
iii.  p.  240;  Lardner,  Credibility,  &c.,  Works,  ii.  p.  294;  Newman^  Easays 
on  Miracles,  1870,  p.  241 ;  BchoUen,  Das  Eyang.  n.  Johann.,  1867,  p.  14  ff. ; 
Die  alt.  2ieugnisse,  p.  106:  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  164,  p.  31  f. 

*EuaebiuSy  H.  E.,  iy.  27;  cf.  26,  y.  19;  Hieron.,  Epist  ad  Magnum 
Ep.,  83 ;  Theodoret,  H»r.  Fab.  ii.  21,  iii.  2  ;  Fhotiu$,  Bibliotk  Cod. 
14. 

*  HUgenfdd,  Der  Paschastreit,  p.  250  ff. ;  Die  Eyangelien,  p.  344  ff. ; 
BauTy  K.  G.  drei  erst  Jahrh.,  p.  156  ff. ;  Unters.  kaji.  Eyy.,  p.  340  £.,  p. 
356  f. ;  VoUcmaty  Der  Ursprung,  p.  31  f. 
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should  be  pardoned,  for  ignorance  must  not  be  pursued 
with  accusation,  but  requires  instruction.  And  they 
say  that  the  Lord,  together  with  his  disciples,  ate  the 
lamb  (to  irpo^aTov)  on  the  14th  Nisan,  but  himself 
suffered  on  the  great  day  of  unleavened  bread.  And 
they  state  i^vrfyowrai)  that  Matthew  says  precisely  what 
they  have  understood ;  hence  their  understanding  of  it 
is  at  variance  with  the  law,  and  according  to  them  the 
Gospels  seem  to  contradict  each  other/"*  The  last  sen- 
tence is  interpreted  as  pointing  out  that  the  first  synoptic 
Gospel  is  supposed  to  be  at  variance  with  our  fourth 
Grospel.  This  fragment  is  claimed  by  Tischendorf  ^  and 
others  as  evidence  of  the  general  acceptance  at  that 
time  both  of  the  Synoptics  and  the  fourth  Gospel. 
Canon  Westcott,  with  obvious  exaggeration,  says  :  "  The 
Gospels  are  evidently  quoted  as  books  certainly  known 
and  recognized ;  their  authority  is  placed  on  the  same 
footing  as  the  Old  Testament."*  The  Gospels  are  referred 
to  merely  for  the  settlement  of  the  historical  fact  as  to 
the  day  on  which  the  last  Passover  had  been  eaten,  a 
narrative  of  which  they  contained. 

There  are,  however,  very  grave  reasons  for  doubting 
the  authenticity  of  the  two  fragments  ascribed  to  ApoUi- 

^  Kol  *A9roXivdpior  dc  6  Sa-twrarot  Maiamos  'l€/KnrdX€o>r  TrJ9  'Aeruif,  6  eyyvs 
Tflov  ajTooToXMcStv  xp6p<ov  yeyovois,  iv  r^  irc/oi  rot)  Haaxa  \6y<f  rh  irapcnrkija-ia 
ffdida^,  Xcywv  ovro>r*  Elai  roivvv  ot  di'  Sytfoiav  <f)ikoveu(ov<rt  irepl  tovt»p^ 
mrffvwrr^  Kpayfui  ireirovBorts'  Syvoia  yhp  ov  nanfyopUuf  aindexeratt  aXXa 
Maxqs  vpoa'd€'iTai,  ical  Xtyovaiv  Srirj  lit  t6  7rp6fiaroy  fura  r&y  fxaBrfrS>y  i<f>ay€P 
6  Kvpios'  rff  be  luyakji  ^/^cp^  rttv  a^vfuov  avr^s  tiroBtv*  jcal  bufyovvrai  Mor^toK 
ovr<o  Xr/f iv  coff  vtvofiKaa-iv'  lOtv  d<Tvfi<f>w6f  re  v6fuj^  i)  v6rja'is  avr&v'  Koi  arcund^fw 
hoKii  KOT*  avrovff  r^  €vayyi\ta,  Prsefat  Chron.  Pasoh.  siye  Alex.  ed.  Du- 
canffe,  p.  6 ;  Bouihy  Beliq.  Sacr.,  i.  p.  160.  We  need  not  quote  the  second 
fragment  here,  as  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  our  Synoptics ;  but,  indeed, 
neither  of  the  passages  being  by  ApoUinaiis,  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to 
refer  to  the  other  at  aU. 

«  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  18.  *  On  the  Canon,  p.  199. 
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naris,  and  we  must  mention  that  these  doubts  are  much 
less  those  of  German  critics,  who,  on  the  whole,  either 
do  not  raise  the  question  at  all,  or  hastily  dispose  of  it, 
than  doubts  entertained  by  the  most  orthodox  Apologists, 
who  see  little  ground  for  accepting  them  as  genuine.^ 
Eusebius,  who  gives  a  catalogue  of  the  works  of  Apol- 
linaris  which  had  reached  him,*  was  evidently  not 
acquainted  with  any  writing  of  Apollinaris  on  the  Pass- 
over. It  is  argued,  however,  that  "  there  is  not  any 
sufficient  ground  for  doubting  the  genuineness  of  these 
fraoments  *  On  Easter,'  in  the  fact  that  Eusebius  men- 
tions  no  such  book  by  ApoUinaris."^  It  is  quite  true  that 
Eusebius  does  not  pretend  to  give  a  complete  list  of  these 
works,  but  merely  says  that  there  are  many  preserved  by 
many,  and  that  he  mentions  those  with  which  he  had 
met*  At  the  same  time,  entering  with  great  interest,  as 
he  does,  into  the  Paschal  Controversy,  and  acquainted 
with  the  principal  writings  on  the  subject,^  it  would 
indeed  have  been  strange  had  he  not  met  with  the  work 
itself,  or  at  least  with  some  notice  of  it  in  the  works  of 
others.  That  he  knew  nothing  of  it,  however,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  is  clear,  for  he  states  that  ''the 
Churches  of  all  Asia''^  kept  the  14th  Nisan,  and 
Apollinaris  as  an  eminent  exception  must  have  held  a 


'  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit*  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  247  f. ;  Lardner,  Credi- 
bility, &c.,  Works,  ii.  p.  296 ;  Ttllemont,  M^m.  Hist.  Eccles.,  ii.  p.  iii.  p. 
91 ;  Routhy  Eeliq.  Sacrse,  i.  p.  167  f. 

«  H.  E.,  iv.  27. 

'  Westcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  198,  note  3;  cf.  Baur,  TJnters.  kan.  Ett., 
p.  340  f.  This  is  the  only  remark  which  Dr.  Westcott  makes  as  to  any 
doubt  of  the  authenticity  of  these  fragments.  Tischendorf  does  not  men- 
tion a  doubt  at  aU. 

*  Tov  dc  *  ArroXiPoplov  iroKkav  vaph  TroKkots  <rtf>(o/icvo>v,  rh  €U  ^fuis  §K66¥Ta 
iari  radc-     it.T.X.     H.  E.,  iv.  27. 

»  Eusehiue,  H.  E.,  v.  23,  24.  •  lb.,  y.  23. 
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prominent  position,  and  must  have  been  quoted  in  most 
controversial  works  on  the  subject,  had  he  really  written 
anything  on  the  subject  or  taken  any  part  in  the  discus- 
sion. Eusebius  was  acquainted  with  the  work  of  Melito 
on  the  Passover,  and  quotes  it,^  which  must  have  referred 
to  his  contemporary  and  antagonist,^  Apollinaris,  had 
he  written  such  a  work  as  this  fragment  denotes.  Not 
only,  however,  does  Eusebius  know  nothing  of  his 
having  composed  such  a  work,  but  neither  do  Theodoret,^ 
Jerome,*  Photius,*  nor  other  writers  who  enumerate 
other  of  his  works,  nor  is  he  mentioned  in  any  way 
by  Clement  of  Alexandria,  Irenseus,  nor  by  any  of  those 
who  took  part  in  the  great  controversy.^ 

It  is  stated  that  all  the  Churches  of  Asia,  including 
some  of  the  most  distinguished  members  of  the  Church, 
such  as  Polycarp,  and  his  own  contemporary  Melito, 
celebrated  the  Christian  festival  on  the  14th  Nisan,  the 
practice  almost*  universal,  therefore,  in  the  country  in 
which  Claudius  Apollinaris  is  supposed  to  write  this 
fragment.^  How  is  it  possible,  therefore,  that  this 
isolated  convert  to  the  views  of  Victor  and  the  Eoman 
Church,  could  write  of  so  vast  and  distinguished  a 
majority  as  *^  some  who  through  ignorance  raised  con- 
tentions'*  on  the  point,  when  not  only  all  the  Asiatic 
Churches  at  that  time  were  agreed  to  keep  the  foui> 
teenth  of  Nisan,  and  in  doing  so  raised  no  new  con- 
tention at  all,  but,  as  Polycrates  represented,  followed 


>  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iv.  26. 
.    *  Cf.  Hilgmfeld,  Der  Paschastreit,  p.  256. 
'  Hseret.  Fab.,  ii.  21,  iii.  2. 

*  Epist.  ad  Magnum  Ep.,  p.  83.  »  Biblioth.  Cod.,  14. 

•  Of.  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  v.  23,  24 ;  cf.  iv.  26 ;  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit. 
and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  247  ff. 

7  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  v.  23,  24  ;  Hilgenfeld,  Der  Paschastreit,  p.  274  flf. 
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the  tradition  handed  down  to  them  from  their  Fathers, 
and  authorized  by  the  practice  of  the  Apostle  John 
himself  ?  *  It  is  impossible  that  the  "  most  holy  Bishop  of 
Hierapolis"  could  thus  have  written  of  the  Bishops 
and  Churches  of  Asia.  There  is  literally  no  evidence 
whatever  that  ApoUinaris  sided  in  this  discussion  with 
the  Roman  party,  and  had  he  done  so  it  ia  scarcely 
possible  that  so  eminent  an  exception  to  the  practice 
of  the  Asiatic  Churches  could  have  been  passed  over  in 
total  silence  both  by  the  advocates  of  the  14th  Nisan 
and  by  those  who  opposed  it.^ 

Whilst  none  of  his  contemporaries  nor  writers  about 
his  own  time  seem  to  have  known  that  Apollinaris  wrote 
any  work  from  which  these  fragments  can  have  been 
taken,  or  that  he  ever  took  any  part  in  the  Paschal 
controversy  at  all,  the  only  ground  we  have  for  attri- 
buting them  to  him  is  the  Preface  to  the  Paschal 
Chronicle  of  Alexandria,  written  by  an  unknown  author 
of  the  seventh  century,  some  five  hundred  years  after 
the  time  of  Apollinaris,  whose  testimony  has  rightly 
been  described  as  *'  worth  almost  nothing/'^  Most  cer- 
tainly many  passages  preserved  by  this  author  are  in- 
authentic,  and  generally  allowed  to  be  so.*  The  two  frag- 
ments have  by  many  been  conjecturally  ascribed  to 
Pierius  of  Alexandiia,*  a  writer  of  the  third  century, 

>  Eusebtusy  H.  E.,  v.  24 ;  cf.  HUgenfMy  Der  Pasohaatreit,  p.  256 ;  Baur, 
K.  G.  d.  drei  ersten  Jahrb.,  p.  157. 

*  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Boctr.,  iii.  p.  247  f. 

'  Donaldaon,  t6.,  iii.  p.  247 ;  Lardner,  Credibility,  &c.,  Works,  IL 
p.  296. 

*  Br.  Donaldson  rightly  calls  a  fragment  in  the  Chroniole  ascribed  to 
Melito,  "unquestionably  spurious."  Hist.  Chr.  Lit  and  Doctr,,  iii. 
p.  231. 

*  TUlefMrnty  M^.  Hist.  Eccles.,  ii.  part  iii.  p.  91 ;  Lardner,  Credibility 
&c.,  Works,  ii.  p.  296;  Donaldaouy  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii. 
p.  248  f. ;  Bouth,  Eeliq.  Sacr»,  i.  p.  167  f. 
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who  composed  a  work  on  Easter,  but  there  is  no  evidence 
on  the  point  On  the  other  hand  there  is  such  exceed- 
ingly slight  reason  for  attributing  these  fragments  to 
Claudius  Apollinaris,  and  so  many  strong  grounds  for 
believing  that  he  cannot  have  written  them,  that  they 
have  no  material  value  as  evidence  for  the  antiquity  of 
the  Grospels. 


3. 

We  know  little  or  nothing  of  Athenagoras.  He  is 
not  mentioned  by  Eusebius,  and  our  only  information 
regarding  him  is  derived  from  a  fragment  of  Philip 
Sidetes,  a  writer  of  the  fifth  century,  first  published  by 
Dodwell.^  Philip  states  that  he  was  the  first  leader  of 
the  school  of  Alexandria  during  the  time  of  Adrian  and 
Antoninus,  to  the  latter  of  whom  he  addressed  his 
Apology,  and  he  further  says  that  Clement  of  Alexandria 
was  his  disciple,  and  that  Pantaenus  was  the  disciple  of 
Clement  Part  of  this  statement  we  know  to  be  erro- 
neous, and  the  Christian  History  of  Philip,  from  which 
the  fi-agment  is  taken,  is  very  slightingly  spoken  of 
both  by  Socrates^  and  Photius.^  No  reliance  can  be 
placed  upon  this  information.* 

The  only  works  ascribed  to  Athenagoras  are  an 
Apology — called  an  Embassy,  irpea-PeCa — bearing  the 
inscription  :  "  The  Embassy  of  Athenagoras  the  Athenian, 
a  philosopher  and  a  Christian,  concerning  Christians,  to 

*  Append,  ad  Diss.  Iren.,  p.  488.  The  extract  from  Philip's  History  is 
made  by  on  unknown  author. 

«  H.  E.,  vii.  27.  »  Bibl.  Cod.,  xxxv.  p.  21. 

*  Basnage,  Ann.  Polit.  EccL,  176,  §6;  Lardner,  Works,  ii.  p.  180; 
Ihnaldwm,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  108  f. 
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the  Emperors  Marcus  Aurelius  Antoninus  and  Lucius 
Aurelius  Commodus,  Armeniaci  Sarmatici  and,  above  all, 
philosophers  ^' ;  and  further,  a  Treatise  :  "  On  the  Resur- 
rection of  the  Dead."  A  quotation  from  the  Apology 
by  Methodius  in  his  work  on  the  Resurrection  of  the 
Body,  is  preserved  by  Epiphanius*  and  Photius,*  and 
this,  the  mention  by  Philip  Sidetes,  and  the  inscription 
by  an  unknown  hand,  just  quoted,  are  all  the  evidence 
we  possess  regarding  the  Apology.  We'  have  no 
evidence  at  all  regarding  the  treatise  on  the  Resur- 
rection, beyond  the  inscription.  The  authenticity  of 
neither,  therefore,  stands  on  very  sure  grounds.*  The 
address  of  the  Apology  and  internal  evidence  famished 
by  it,  into  which  we  need  not  go,  show  that  it  could  not 
have  been  written  before  A.D.  176 — 177,  the  date  assigned 
to  it  by  most  critics,*  although  there  are  many  reasons 
for  dating  it  some  years  later. 

In  the  six  lines  which  Tischendorf  devotes  to  Athena- 
goras,  he  says  that  the  Apology  contains  **  several  quo- 
tations from  Matthew  and  Luke,"*  without,  however, 
indicating  them.  In  the  very  few  sentences  which  Canon 
Westcott  vouchsafes  to  him,  he  says :  "  Athenagoras 
quotes  the  words  of  our  Lord  as  they  stand  in  St. 
Matthew  four  times,  and  appears  to  allude  to  passages 

1  Hser.,  Ixiv.  21.  '  Bibl.  Cod.,  ccxxxiv.  p.  908. 

*  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  114  f. 

*  Anger,  Synops.  Ev.  Proleg.,  xxxii. ;  Basnage,  Annal.  Polit.  Eccles., 
176,  §6;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  53;  Fabricius,  (a.d.  177—180),  BibL 
Grcec.,  vi.  p.  86;  Donaldson,  Hist.  Ckr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  Ill  f. ; 
Kirchho/er,  QueUensamml.,  p.  473;  Lardner,  (a.d.  177—178),  Works,  ii. 
p.  181 ;  Mosheim,  Diss,  de  vera  setat.  Apol.  Athenag. ;  Reuss,  Gesch.  N.  T., 
p.  290;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  109;  Tillemont,  M^m.  Hist. 
Eecles.,  t.  ii.  art.  8,  note  x.  ;  Tischendorf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  19; 
Volkmar,  Der  Urspmng,  p.  34;  i)e  Wette,  (f  ^'^O),  Einl.  N.  T.,   1852. 

p.  25. 
*  Wann  wurden,  u.  s,  w.,  p.  19. 
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in  St.  Mark  and  St.  John,  but  he  nowhere  men- 
tions the  name  of  an  Evangelist/'*  Here  the  third 
Synoptic  is  not  mentioned.  In  another  place  he  says  : 
"Athenagoras  at  Athens,  and  Theophilus  at  Antioch, 
make  use  of  the  same  books  generally,  and  treat  them 
with  the  same  respect ;  *'  and  in  a  note  ;  *^  Athenagoras 
quotes  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  John."^ 
Here  it  will  be  observed  that  also  the  Gospel  of  Mark 
is  quietly  dropped  out  of  sight,  but  still  the  positive 
manner  in  which  it  is  asserted  that  Athenagoras  quotes 
fiLX)m  "the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,"  without  further 
explanation,  is  calculated  to  mislead.  We  shall  refer  to 
each  of  the  supposed  quotations. 

Athenagoras  not  only  does  not  mention  any  Gospel, 
but  singularly  enough  he  never  once  introduces  the 
name  of  **  Christ "  into  the  works  ascribed  to  him,  and 
all  the  **  words  of  the  Lord  ^'  referred  to  are  introduced 
simply  by  the  indefinite  "  he  says,"  ^crt,  and  without 
any  indication  whatever  of  a  written  source.*  The  only 
exception  to  this  is  an  occasion  on  which  he  puts  into 
the  mouth  of  "  the  Logos ''  a  saying  which  is  not  found 
in  any  of  our  Gospels.  The  first  passage  to  which 
Canon  Westcott  alludes  is  the  following,  which  we 
contrast  with  the  supposed  parallel  in  the  Gospel : — 


Athbnagobas. 
For  we  haye  learnt  not  only  not 
to  render  a  blow,  nor  to  go  to  law 
[hucdCiirBai)  with  those  who  spoil 
and  plnnder  ns,  but  to  those  who 
inflict  a  blow  on  one  side  [Kcerk 
K6ppfjs  7rpo(nnjXaKiC»<n)  also  to  pre- 
sent the  other  side  of  the  head  in 


Matt.  t.  39—40. 
But  I  say  unto  you:  that  ye 
resist  not  eyil :  but  whosoeyer  shaU 
smite  thee  on  thy  right  cheek  (<re 
fKaritra  cirt  r^v  dt^tay  aov  <nay6va) 
turn  to  him  the  other  also.  And  if 
any  man  be  minded  to  sue  thee  at 
the  law  (KpiBrjvai)  and  take  away 


>  On  the  Canon,  p.  103.  «  iJ.,  p.  304,  and  note  2. 

»  Dmaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Dit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  172. 

VOL.  IL  ?^  T 
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Matt.  v.  39—40. 
{\afifiv)  thy  coat,  let  him  have  {aff>€s 
avTff)  thy  cloke  also.' 


Athenagoras. 
turn  for  smiting ;  and  to  those  who 
take  away  (affxapoivro)  the  coat,  also 
to  give  besides  (cVidtd<}wit)the  cloke.* 

It  is  scarcely  possible  to  imagine  a  greater  difference 
in  language  conveying  a  similar  idea  than  that  which 
exists  between  Athenagoras  and  the  first  Gospel,  and  the 
parallel  passage  in  Luke  is  in  many  respects  still  more 
distant.  No  echo  of  the  words  in  Matthew  has  lingered 
in  the  ear  of  the  writer,  for  he  employs  utterly  different 
phraseology  throughout,  and  nothing  can  be  more  certain 
than  the  fact  that  there  is  not  a  linguistic  trace  in  it  of 
acquaintance  with  our  Synoptics. 

The  next  passage  which  is  referred  to  is  as  follows : 


Athenagoras. 
What,  then,  are  those  precepts 
in  which  we  are  instructed  ? 

I  say  nnto  you  :  love  your 
enemies,  bless  them  that  curse, 

pray  for  them  that  persecute  you : 
that  ye  may  be  sons  of  your  Father 

which  is  in  the  heavens  who  (6^) 
maketh  his  sun,  &c.' 


Matt.  v.  44 — 45. 


But  I  say  unto  you,  Love  your 
enemies,blees  them  that  curse  you/ 
do  good  to  them  that  hate  you,  and 
pray  for  them  that'  persecute  you  ; 
That  ye  may  be  sons  of  your  Father 
which  is  in  heaven:  for  (art)  he 
maketh  his  sun,  &c.* 

^  .  .  .  ,  ou  yL6vov  rh  avriiraUiVy  oitbk  firjv  8ucd(«T6ai  rots  Syovtri  Koi  6p7rd{ova'i*' 
^fiast  fi€fiaBrjK6T€s'  aXXh  rots  fi€P,  Khv  koto  Kdpprjs  irpoaTnj\aKi{<oa'i,  k<u  to  ertpov 
iroif ti/  Trapfx^iv  rrjs  K€ff>dX.ris  fUpos'  rois  dc,  ci  t6v  ;(irfl^pa  d<fHupo7vTOy  ivrididdvai 
Koi  t6  ifiarioi/,  k.t.X.     Leg^tio  pro  Christianis,  §  1. 

'  'Eyo)  fie  Xryo  vp.1v  p^  dvrioT^vcu  t^  novrjpm'  aXX*  oaris  <r€  patt'ur€k  hr\  rrfv 
d€$idv  cov  o-iaydvoj  arpi^'^ov  airr^  koi  lifv  SXXtjv  Koi  t^  Btkovri  <rot  KpiBfjvai  /col 
Tov  xtT&vd  a-ov  Xa/3€ii/,  a<l>€S  avr^  Koi  to  ipdruov.  Matt.V.  39, 40  ;  cf.  Luke  vi.29. 

'  Acyo)  vplv'  'AycwraTe  tovs  ixBpovs  vpS>Pt  cvXoyftrc  Toi/s  Karap»p^Pov£f 
rrpoo'cvx'^O'Bt  \nr€p  Ta>v  Bui>K6vT<op  vpds,  Sttcos  yivqa-Bt  vioi  tov  Uarpbs  vpS>v  tov 
iv  Tois  oifpaiKHS,  ts  t6v  rjXiov  avTov  dvorcXXci,  k.t.X.     Leg.  pro  Christ.,  §  11. 

^  The  expressions  cvXayflrt  tovs  KorapcDpevovs  vpds,  Kcik&s  iroicirc  rovs 
piaovvTas  vpds,  ''bless  them  that  curse  you,  do  good  to  them  that  hate 
you,"  are  omitted  from  some  of  the  oldest  MSS.,  but  we  do  not  know 
any  in  which  the  first  of  these  two  doubtful  phrases  is  retained,  as  in 
Athenagoras,  and  the  "  do  good  to  them  that  hate  you,"  is  omitted. 

*  The  phrase  rTn/pcafovrwy  vpdsf  **  despitefully  use  you,"  is  omitted  from 
many  ancient  codices. 

•  'Eyo)  di  \ey<a  vplv,  dyaTTorc  Toifs  cx^povs  vpM>p  leai  rrpo<r€vx€<r6€   vnip 
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The   same  idea  is  continued  in  the  next  chapter,    in 
-which  the  following  passage  occurs  : 


Athenagoras. 
For  if  ye  love  (ayairoTf),  he  says, 
(^i7<rO  them  which  love,  and  lend 
to  them  which  lend  to  you,  what 
reward  shall  ye  have  ?  * 


Matt.  v.  46. 
For  if  ye  should  love  (ayanri(T7jrf) 
them  which  love  you,  what  reward 
have  ye  ?  * 


There  is  no  parallel  at  all  in  the  first  Gospel  to  the 
phrase  "and  lend  to  them  that  lend  to  you/'  and  in 
Luke  vi  34,  the  passage  reads  :  and  if  ye  lend  to  them 
of  whom  ye  hope  to  receive,  what  thank  have  ye  V* 
(/cal  iav  8avC^€T€  Trap  (ov  ikiri^^Te  Xa^c«/,  iroia  vfjuv  X^P^^ 
ia-riv ;)  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  there  are  decided 
variations  here,  and  that  the  passage  of  Athenagoras 
does  not  agree  with  either  of  the  Synoptics.  We  have 
seen  the  persistent  variation  in  the  quotations  from  the 
"Sermon  on  the  Mount"  which  occur  in  Justin,^  and 
there  is  no  part  of  the  discourses  of  Jesus  more  certain 
to  have  been  preserved  by  living  Christian  tradition,  or 
to  have  been  recorded  in  every  form  of  Gospel.  The 
differences  in  these  passages  from  our  Synoptic  present 
the  same  features  as  mark  the  several  versions  of  the 
same  discourse  in  our  first  and  third  Gospels,  and 
indicate  a  distinct  source.  The  same  remarks  also  apply 
to  the  next  passage : 


ATHElfAGOEAS. 

For  whosoever,  he  says  (</>»;<ri), 
looketh  on  a  woman  to  lust  after 


Matt.  v.  28. 
But  I  say  unto  you,  That  whoso- 
ever looketh  on  a  woman  to  lust 


Tw  duoKOVTdoP  vfias'  QiT<os  y€vrj<r6€  viol  Tov  Ilarphs  vfiS>p  tov  iv  oxfpavolst  &ri  rhv 
r}kiov  carrov  ayareXXct,  ic.r.X.     Matt.  V.  44,  45. 

"  'EAv  yap  dyaTTOTf ,  <f>T}{rlvy  roifs  ayan&vTaSj  Koi  fiawtfrrc  rois  dea^iCovaiv  Vfiiv, 
riva  luvShv  t(er€;  Leg.  pro  Chr.,  §  12. 

'  'Eiv  yap  aya7rrj<niT€  roifs  ayawwvras  v/iof,  riva  p.ur6hv  excrc  ;  Matt.  V.  46. 

'  Justin  likewise  has  ayairar^  for  ayaarinnfr^  in  this  passage. 
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Athenaoobas. 
her,  hath  committed  adultery  (fic/iot- 
X€VK€p)  already  in  his  heart.  ^ 


Matt.  v.  28. 
after  her,  hath  committed  adultery 
with  her  (ifioixfv<r€v  our^v)  already 
in  his  heart.' 


The  omission  of  avrriv,  "  with  lier,"  is  not  accidental, 
but  is  an  important  variation  in  the  sense,  which  we  have 
already  met  with  in  the  Gospel  used  by  Justin  Martyr.' 
There  is  another  passage,  in  the  next  chapter,  the 
parallel  to  which  follows  closely  on  this  in  the  great 
Sermon  as  reported  in  our  firet  Gospel,  to  which  Canon 
Westcott  does  not  refer,  but  which  we  must  point 
out : 


Athenagoras. 
For  whosoever,  he  says  (^lycr*), 
putteth  away  his  wife  and  marrieih 
another  committeth  adultery.* 


Matt.  v.  32. 
But  I  say  unto  you,  That  whoeo- 
eyer  putteth  away  his  wife,  saving 
for  the  cause  of  fornication,  causeth 
her  to  oommit  adultery :  and  whoso- 
ever shall  marry  herwhen  divorced 
committeth  adultery.* 


It  is  evident  that  the  passage  in  the  Apology  is  quite 
different  from  that  in  the  "Sermon  on  the  Mount"  in 
the  first  Synoptic.  If  we  compare  it  with  Matt  xix.  9, 
there  still  remains  the  express  limitation  [iri  iirl  vopveUf^ 
which  Athenagoras  does  not  admit,  his  own  express  doc- 
trine being  in  accordance  with  the  positive  declaration  in 
his  text.  In  the  immediate  context,  indeed,  he  insists 
that  even  to  marry  another  wife  after  the  death  of  the 

'  *0  yap  PKiirav,  (jyrja-l,  yvvaiKa  irpbs  t6  hriBvfiJJa'ai  avr^r,  rfdrj  fi€fwlx€VK€P  €P 
Tjj  Kopbla  avTov.    Leg.  pro  Christ.,  §  32. 

*  'Eyo)  ^€  X/ya)  vfiiv  &n  vas  6  ^X(7^a>v  yvvcuKa  npos  t6  ariBvfJojacu  avrffv  ^rj 
cfioix^vatv  ctvTTjp  erj  rfj  KOf^lq.  avrov, 

»  ApoL,  i.  16. 

*  *Os  yhp  hv  mtoKvfrjiy  <^(rt,  rr}P  yvvatKa  airrov^  icai  yafirjoTf  S^Xip^,  fiotxarau 
Leg.  pro  Chr.,  §  33. 

'  *£yQ>  df  Xeya>  vfjup  Sri  ts  hf  anoKvtrg  r^p  yvptuxa  avrov  irapettT^s  \6yov  iroppflas 
TToifi  aifTTjp  fJLoix,fv6rjpatf  kcu  hs  hp  dir6K(\vfA€Ptjp  yafirjoTjf  funxarai"  Matt.  V.  32. 
i^as  6  mroKvap  is  the  older  and  better  reading,  but  we  giTe  ts  ^  6woKva-jf 
as  fayouring  the  similarity. 
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first  is  cloaked  adultery.  We  find  in  Luke  xvi.  18,  the 
reading  of  Athenagoras,*  but  with  important  linguistic 
variations : 

Athbnagobas.  •  Luke  xvi.  18, 

*Off  yap  hf  airoKwrji  liip  yvmUca    I       Has  6  mroKwav  rrivyvvaixa 
atrrovj  xal  yafiTfOTj  SXXrjp  fimxarcu.  1  ai/Tov  xal  yafi&p  htpav  fiotp^evct. 

Athenagoras  clearly  cannot  have  derived  this  from 
Luke,  but  the  sense  of  the  passage  in  that  Gospel, 
compared  with  the  passage  in  Matthew  xix.  9,  makes  it 
certain  that  the  reading  of  Athenagoras  was  derived 
from  a  source  combining  the  language  of  the  one  and 
the  thought  of  the  other.  In  Mark  x.  1 1,  the  reading  is 
nearer  that  of  Athenagoras  and  confirms  our  conclusion, 
but  the  addition  there  of  iw*  avnji/  "  against  her  "  after 
/jLOLxaraL,  proves  that  his  source  was  not  that  Gospel. 

We  may  at  once  give  the  last  passage  which  is 
supposed  to  be  a  quotation  from  our  Synoptics,  and 
it  is  that  which  is  affirmed  to  be  a  reference  to  Mark. 
Athenagoras  states  in  almost  immediate  context  with  the 
above :  "for  in  the  beginning  God  made  one  man  and 
one  woman.'' ^  This  is  compared  with  Mark  x.  6  :  "  But 
from  the  beginning  of  the  creation  God  made  them  male 
and  female  *' : 

Athenaoobas.  .  Mabk  X.  6. 

"On  €P  ap}^  6  0€6s  ha  Mpa  orXaere  I       *Air6  bi  ap)fis  «eri<rcfi>f  iipa'€v  Ka\ 
KoL  fiiop  ywauuL  I  dijKv  iiroirja'tv  avrovs  6  0€6s. 

Now  this  passage  differs  materially  in  every  way 
from  the  second  Synoptic.  The  reference  to  "  one  man'' 
and  "one  woman"  is  used  in  a  totally  different  sense, 
and  enforces  the  previous  assertion  that  a  man  may  only 
marry  one  wife.     Such  an  argument  directly  derived 

^  Lardner,  indeed,  points  to  the  passage  as  a  quotation  from  the  third 
Gospel.    Works,  ii.  p.  183. 
«  Leg.  pro  Chr.,  §  33. 
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from  the  old  Testament  is  perfectly  natural  to  one  who, 
like  Athenagoras,  derived  aU  his  authority  from  it  alone. 
It  is  simply  absurd  to  claim  it  as  evidence  of  the  use 
of  Mark. 

Now  we  must  repeat  that  Athenagoras  does  not  name 
any  source  from  which  he  derives  his  knowledge  of 
the  sayings  of  Jesus.  These  sajdngs  are  all  from  the 
Sermon  on  the  Mount,  and  are  introduced  by  the  in- 
definite phrase  ^ryo-t,  and  it  is  remarkable  that  aU  difier 
distinctly  from  the  parallels  in  our  Gospels.  The  whole 
must  be  taken  together  as  coming  from  one  source, 
and  there  is  the  clearest  indication  that  his  source  was 
different  from  our  Gospela  Dr.  Donaldson  states  the 
case  with  great  fairness :  "  Athenagoras  makes  no  allusion 
to  the  inspiration  of  any  of  the  New  Testament  writers. 
He  does  not  mention  one  of  them  by  name,  and  one 
cannot  be  sure  that  he  quotes  from  any  except  PauL 
All  the  passages  taken  from  the  Gospels  are  part«  of  our 
Lord's  discourses,  and  may  have  come  down  to  Athen- 
agoras by  tradition."^  He  might  have  added  that  they 
might  also  have  been  derived  from  the  gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrews  or  many  another  collection  now  un- 
happily lost. 

One  circumstance  strongly  confirming  this  conclusion 
is  the  fact  already  mentioned,  that  Athenagoras,  in  the 
same  chapter  in  which  one  of  these  quotations  occurs, 
introduces  an  apocryphal  saying  of  the  Logos,  and  con- 
nects it  with  previous  sayings  by  the  expression  "  The 
Logos  again  (ndXiv)  saying  to  us.''  This  can  only  refer 
to  the  sayings  previously  introduced  by  the  indefinite 

^  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctx.,  iii.  p.  172. 

De  Wette  says  regarding  Athenagoras  :  **  The  quotations  of  eyangelical 
passages  prove  nothing.**    Einl.  A.  T.,  1852,  p.  25. 
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ifyrjaC.  The  sentence,  which  is  in  reference  to  the 
Christian  salutation  of  peace,  is  as  follows  :  "  The  Logos 
again  sajdng  to  us:  *If  any  one  kiss  a  second  time 
because  it  has  given  him  gratification  (he  sins)  ; '  and 
adding  :  *  Thus  the  kiss  or  rather  the  salutation  must  be 
used  with  care,  as,  if  it  be  defiled  even  a  little  by  thought, 
it  excludes  us  from  the  life  eternal.' "  ^  This  saying, 
which  is  directly  attributed  to  the  Logos,  is  not  found  in 
our  Gospels.  The  only  natural  deduction  is  that  it 
comes  from  the  same  source  as  the  other  sayings,  and 
that  source  was  not  our  synoptic  Gospels.^ 

The  total  absence  of  any  allusion  to  New  Testament 
Scriptures  in  Athenagoras,^  however,  is  rendered  more 
striking  and  significant  by  the  marked  expression  of  his 
belief  in  the  inspiration  of  the  Old  Testament.  He 
appeals  to  the  prophets  for  testimony  as  to  the  truth  of 
the  opinions  of  Christians :  men,  he  says,  who  spoke  by 
the  inspiration  of  God,  whose  Spirit  moved  their  mouths 
to  express  God's  will  as  musical  instruments  are  played 
upon :  ^  "  But  since  the  voices  of  the  prophets  support 
our  arguments,  I  think  that  you,  being  most  learned  and 
wise,  cannot  be  ignorant  of  the  writings  of  Moses,  or  of 
those  of  Isaiah  and  Jeremiah  and  of  the  other  prophets, 
who  being  raised  in  ecstasy  above  the  reasoning  that  was 
in  themselves,  uttered  the  things  which  were  wrought  in 

*  ndXiv  ^fiiv  XtyovTos  tov  A6yov'  'Eav  Tts  5ta  toCto  cV  ficvrcpov  Kara(f>iXr}<rjf9 

^  t6  irpoa-Kvvrjfia  bti'  a>r  cTttov  fiucphv  rjj  ^lavoia  irapa6o\v)3tivy  «{«  fifias  rris 
alaviov  riBfvros  Carjs,     Leg.  pro  Christ.,  §  32. 

*  Cf.  Volkmar,  Dor  Ursprung,  p.  34;  Lardner,  "Works,  ii.  p.  187^ 
S  XX.  f. ;  Beuss,  Geech.  N.  T.,  p.  290;  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and 
Doctr.,  iii.  p.  172  £ 

*  DoncUdeon,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  172 ;  Credner,  Beitrage, 
i.  p.  64  f. ;   Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  34. 

*  Leg.  pro  Christ.,  §  7. 
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them,  when  the  Divine  Spirit  moved  them,  the  Spirit 
using  them  as  a  flute  player  would  blow  into  the  flute."* 
He  thus  enunciates  the  theory  of  the  mechanical  inspira- 
tion of  the  writers  of  the  Old  Testament,  in  the  clearest 
manner,^  and  it  would  indeed  have  been  strange,  on  the 
supposition  that  he  extended  his  views  of  inspiration  to 
any  of  the  Scriptures  of  the  New  Testament,  that  he 
never  names  a  single  one  of  them,  nor  indicates  to  the 
Emperors  in  the  same  way,  as  worthy  of  their  attention, 
any  of  these  Scriptures  along  with  the  Law  and  the 
Prophets.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  nowhere 
gives  reason  for  supposing  that  he  regarded  any 
other  writings  than  the  Old  Testament  as  inspired  or 
"  Holy  Scripture/'^ 


In  the  1 7th  year  of  the  reign  of  Marcus  Aurelius,  be- 
tween the  7th  March,  177-178,  a  fierce  persecution  was, 
it  is  said,*  commenced  against  the  Christians  in  Gaul, 
and  more  especially  at  Vienne  and  Lyons,  during  the 
course  of  which  the  aged  Bishop  Pothinus,  the  predecessor 
of  Irenseus,  suffered  martyrdom  for  the  faith.  The  two 
communities  some  time  after  addressed  an  Epistle  to  their 
brethren  in  Asia  and  Phrygia,  and  also  to  Eleutherus, 
Bishop  of  Rome,®  relating  the  events  which  had  occurred, 
and  the  noble  testimony  which  had  been  borne  to  Christ 
by  the  numerous  martyrs   who  had  been  cruelly  put 

Leg.  pro  Christ.,  §  9. 

*  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  171  f. ;  SchoUmy  Die  alt 
Zeugnisse,  p.  108  f. ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  64  f. 

•  In  the  treatise  on  the  Besurreotion  there  are  no  arguments  deriyed 
from  Scripture. 

«  Euaebitis,  H.  E.,  y.  Proem.  •  jj.,  h.  E.,  y.  3. 
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to  death.  The  Epistle  haa  in  great  part  been  preserved 
by  Eusebius,*  and  critics  generally  agree  in  dating  it 
about  A.D.  177,^  although  it  was  most  probably  not 
written  until  the  following  year.' 

No  writing  of  the  New  Testament  is  directly  referred 
to  in  this  Epistle,*  but  it  is  asserted  that  there  are 
"  unequivocal  coincidences  of  language  "  *  with  the  Gospel 
of  Luke,  and  others  of  its  booka  The  passage  which  is 
referred  to  as  showing  knowledge  of  our  Synoptic,  is  as 
follows.  The  letter  speaks  of  a  certain  Vettius  Epaga- 
thus  whose  life  was  so  austere  that,  although  a  yoimg 
man,  "  he  shared  in  the  testimony  (jiafyrupia)  of  the  elder 
(irp€a'PvT€pov)  Zachariaa  He  had  walked,  of  a  truth, 
in  all  the  commandments  and  ordinances  of  the  Lord 
blameless,  and  was  eager  in  kind  offices  towards  his 
neighbours ;  he  was  very  zealous  for  Gkni  and  fervent 
in  spirit"  ^  This  is  compared  with  the  description  of 
Zacharias  and  Elizabeth  in  Luke  i.  6  :  "  And  they  were 
both  righteous  before  God,  walking  in  all  the  command- 


»  Euaebius,  H.  R,  v.  1  f. 

*  Anger t  Synops.  Ev.  Proleg.,  p.  xxxii. ;  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and 
Doctr.,  iii.  p.  255  ff. ;  Hilgmfdd,  Der  Kanon,  p.  10,  p.  32 ;  lApsius,  Ohro- 
Bologie  d.  rQm.  Bisoholo,  p.  185 ;  Lardner,  Works,  ii.  p.  149 ;  Moakeimt 
Obeery.  Sacr.  et  Hist.,  i.  3,  {10;  Necmder,  K.  G.,  i.  p.  190  f.;  lUnUht 
Eeliq.  Sacrae,  i.  p.  289  f.,  p.  326  f. ;  8ckoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  llOf. » 
TilUmonty  M6m.  Hist.  Eccl.,  iii.  art.  2,  et  note  1 ;  TUchendorf,  Wann 
wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  80  f.,  an.  1 ;  VoUcmar^  Der  Ursprung,  p.  164,  p. 
156;  WestccU,  on  tiie  Canon,  p.  295. 

*  BaroniuB  dates  the  death  of  Pothinns  in  A.D.  179 ;  FoZmtM,  ad  Eoseb. 
H.  E.,  V.  5. 

*  WegtcoU,  on  the  Canon,  p.  295 ;  La/rdnety  Works,  ii.  p.  153 ;  Donald^ 
ion,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Dootr.,  iii.  p.  285. 

*  Westcoftt,  On  the  Canon,  p.  295. 

*  •  .  .  •  avpt^urovirOtu  rj  rov  irp€<rfivT€pcv  Zaxapiov  fioprvplq.*  ireir6p€vTo 
yovy  €P  ircurcus  reus  €vrokais  ical  doeoi^/iao-i  nov  Kvplou  ^fiirrof,  icaX  ird(rjj  r^ 
Wp^  rhnf  ir\fjirlo¥  Xtawpylq,  &Neyor,  {^Xoy  Ocov  iroXvy  ^x*"'*  "^  C^^^  ^  iryfv- 
fiori,  k,tX    Etmb,,  H.  E.,  v.  1. 
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ments  and  ordinances  of  the  Lord  blameless.''  *  A  little 
furtlier  on  in  the  Epistle  it  is  said  of  the  same  person  : 
"  And  himself  having  the  advocate  {TrapdKkrjrop)^  the 
spirit  {to  wpevfia),  more  abundantly  than  Zacharias,"  &c.^ 
which  again  is  referred  to  Luke  i  67,  "  And  his  father 
Zacharias  was  filled  with  the  Holy  Spirit  and  prophesied, 
saying,"  &c.* 

No  written  source  is  indicated  in  the  Epistle  for  the 
reference  to  Zacharias,  and,  therefore,  it  cannot  in  any 
case  be  ascribed  to  one  particular  Gospel  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  others  no  longer  extant.  Let  us,  however, 
examine  the  matter  more  closely.  Tiachendorf  does  not 
make  use  of  this  Epistle  at  all  as  evidence  for  the  Scrip- 
tures of  the  New  Testament  He  does,  however,  refer  to 
it  and  to  these  very  allusions  in  it  to  Zacharias,  as  testi- 
mony to  the  existence  and  use  of  the  Protevangeliam 
Jacobi,  a  work,  it  will  be  remembered,  whose  origin  he 
dates  so  far  back  as  the  first  three  decades  of  the  second 
century.*  He  points  out  that  the  first  reference  to  the 
Protevangelium  after  Justin  appears  to  be  in  this  Epistle, 
as  Hilgenfeld  had  already  observed.*  Tischendorf  and 
Hilgenfeld,  therefore,  agree  in  affirming  that  the  reference 
to  Zacharias  which  we  have  quoted,  indicates  acquaint- 
ance with  a  difierent  Gospel  from  our  third  Gospel,  for 
it   alludes    to    his    mart3rrdom,  which  Luke   does   not 

*  Jj(rav  S(  bUaioi  dfi(f>&rfpoi  ivomiov  rov  Otov,  'jTop(v6fi€Voi  iv  nda'ais  rais 
tvroXais  KoH  biKaiafUKriv  tov  Kvplov  ofiftiirroi.     Luke  i.  6. 

2  f^cav  de  t6v  irapoKkfjTov  iv  icnrr^,  rh  Trvajfia  TrXelov  rov  Zaxaplov,  Eueeb.f 
H.  E.,  V.  i. 

'  Ka\  Zaxaptas  6  irarfip  avrov  iirkrjaOrf  Trvn/Miroff  6yiov  Koi  (irpotfyriTeva^P 
Xeyo>y,  k.t.X.     Luke  i.  67. 

*  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  76  ff.,  80,  anm.  1 ;  cf.  Eyang.  Apocr.  Proleg., 
p.  xii.  f. 

*  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  80.  anm.  1 ;  Hilgenfeld,  DieEyv.  Justin's, 
p.  154  f. 
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mention.  Hilgenfeld  rightly  maintains  that  the  Prot- 
evangeliiun  Jacobi  in  its  present  form  is  merely  a  version 
of  an  older  work/  which  he  conjectures  to  have  been 
the  Gospel  according  to  Peter,  or  the  Gnostic  work  Ta/j/a 
Mapia^.^  Both  Tischendorf  and  Hilgenfeld  show  that 
many  of  the  Fathers  *  were  either  acquainted  with  the 
Protevangelium  or  the  works  on  which  it  was  based,  and 
Tertullian  refers  to  the  martyrdom  of  Zacharias  which  it 
relates.^  The  first  Gospel  alludes  to  the  same  event  *  in 
a  manner  which  indicates  a  well-known  history,  but  of 
which,  with  the  exception  of  the  account  in  the  Protevan- 
gelium, we  have  no  written  narrative  extant.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  reference  to  Zacharias  in 
Matthew,  in  the  Protevangelium  and  in  this  Epistle  of 
Vienne  and  Lyons,  is  not  based  upon  Luke,  in  which 
there  is  no  mention  of  his  death,  and  there  can  be  just 
as  little  doubt,  and  the  Protevangelium  is  absolute 
evidence  of  the  fact,  that  other  works  existed  which 
included  the  Martyrdom  of  Zacharias,  as  well  as  the 
tradition  of  the  birth  of  John  the  Baptist,  which  latter 
part  we  find  reproduced  in  our  third  Synoptic  Gospel. 
Ewald,  who  asserts  the  mythical  character  of  that  history 
in  Luke,^  distinctly  affirms  that  it  is  not  a  composition 
by  the  author  of  our  third  Synoptic,  but  is  derived  from 
a  separate  older  work.^ 

The  state  of  the  case,  then,  is  as  follows :  We  find 
a  coincidence  in  a  few  words  in  connection  with  Zacharias 

1  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  154  f.  «  /&.,  p.  160  f. 

•  Tischendorf,  Wann  warden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  76  ff . ;    cf.  Evang.  Apoc. 
Proleg.,  p.  xii.  f. ;  Hilgenfeld^  Die  Ew.  J.,  p.  154  ff. 

*•  Scorp.  adv.  Gnost.,  §  8.     **  Zacharias  inter  altare  et  ledem  trucidatur 
perennes  cruoris  sui  maculas  silicibos  adsignans."  Cf.  Protev.  Jac.,  xxiy. 
»  Matt,  xxiii.  35. 

•  Christus  u.  s.  Zeit,  p.  230  ff. ;  Gesch.  des  V.  Israels,  1867,  Y. 
?  Ewald,  Die  drei  erst.  Etv.,  p.  97  f. ;  cf.  i.  p.  177  ff. 
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between  the  Epistle  and  our  third  (Jospel,  but  so  far 
from  the  Gk>spel  being  in  any  way  indicated  as  their 
source,  the  words  in  question  are,  on  the  contrary,  in 
association  witli  a  reference  to  events  unknown  to  our 
Gospel,  but  which  were  indubitably  chronicled  elsewhere. 
It  follows  clearly,  and  few  venture  to  doubt  the  fact, 
that  the  allusion  in  the  Epistle  is  to  a  Gospel  different 
from  ours  and  not  to  our  third  Synoptic  at  all. 

There  is  another  point  which  may  just  be  mentioned* 
In  Luke  L  67,  it  is  said  that  Zacharias  ^  was  filled  with 
the  Holy  Spirit"  {hrkrjO'd'q  irveiyLaro^  ayiov).  Now 
the  Epistle  which  is  supposed  to  recognise  the  Gospel  as 
Holy  Scripture  says  of  Vettius  Epagathus,  that  he  was 
**more  full  of  the  Spirit  than  Zacharias'*  (rh  trvevfia 
irkeiov  rov  Zaxapiov).  Such  an  unnecessary  and  in- 
vidious comparison  would  scarcely  have  been  made  had 
the  writer  known  our  Gospel  and  regarded  it  as  inspired 
Scripture. 
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CHAPTER  X. 

PTOLEMiBUS    AND    HISULCLEON — CELSUS — ^THE    CANON    OF 
MURATORI — RESULTS. 

We  have  now  reached  the  extreme  limit  of  time  within 
which  we  think  it  in  any  degree  worth  while  to  seek 
for  evidence  as  to  the  date  and  authorship  of  the  synoptic 
Gospels,  and  we  might  now  proceed  to  the  fomth  Gospel ; 
but  before  doing  so  it  may  be  well  to  examine  one  or 
two  other  witnesses  whose  support  has  been  claimed  by 
apologists,  although  our  attention  may  be  chiefly  con- 
fined to  an  inquiry  into  the  date  of  such  testimony,  upon 
which  its  value,  even  if  real,  mainly  depends  so  far  as  we 
are  concerned.  The  first  of  these  whom  we  must  notice 
are  the  two  Gnostic  leaders,  Ptolemseus  and  Heracleon. 

Epiphanius  has  preserved  a  certain  "  Epistle  to  Mora  " 
ascribed  to  Ptolemseus,  in  which,  it  is  contended,  there 
are  "  several  quotations  from  Matthew,  and  one  from  the 
first  chapter  of  John."  ^  What  date  must  be  assigned  to 
this  Epistle  ?  In  reply  to  those  who  date  it  about  the 
end  of  the  second  century,  Tischendorf  produces  the  evi- 
dence for  an  earlier  period  to  which  he  assigns  it.  He 
says :  **  He  (Ptolemseus)  appears  in  all  the  oldest  sources 

*  Tischendorf y  Wann  wnrden,  n.  ■.  v.y  p.  46»  Canon  Weetcott  with 
greater  caution  saye :  "  He  quoted  words  of  our  Lord  recorded  by  St. 
Matthew,  the  prologue  of  St.  John's  Gospel,  ^."  On  the  Canon, 
p.  267. 
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as  one  of  the  most  important,  most  influential  of  the 
disciples  of  Valentinus.  As  the  period  at  which  the 
latter  himself  flourished  falls  about  140,  do  we  say  too 
much  when  we  represent  Ptolemseus  as  working  at  the 
latest  about  160?  Irenseus  (in  the  2nd  Book)  and 
Hippolytus  name  him  together  with  Heracleon ;  likewise 
psendo-TertuUian  (in  the  appendix  to  De  Prcescriptioni- 
hus  HcereticoruTYi)  and  PhUastrius  make  him  appear 
immediately  after  Valentinus.  Irenaeus  wrote  the  first 
and  second  books  of  his  great  work  most  probably 
(hochst  warscheinlich)  before  180,  and  in  both  he  occu- 
pies himself  much  with  Ptolemaeus."  *  Canon  Westcott, 
beyond  calling  Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon  disciples  of 
Valentinus,  does  not  assign  any  date  to  either,  and  does 
not  of  course  offer  any  further  evidence  on  the  point, 
although,  in  regard  to  Heracleon,  he  admits  the  ignorance 
in  which  we  are  as  to  all  points  of  his  history,^  and  states 
generally,  in  treating  of  him,  that  "  the  exact  chronology 
of  the  early  heretics  is  very  uncertain.^  ^ 

Let  us,  however,  examine  the  evidence  upon  which 
Tischendorf  relies  for  the  date  he  assigns  to  Ptolemseus. 
He  states  in  vague  terms  that  Ptolemaeus  appears  "  in  aU 
the  oldest  sources ''  (in  alien  den  altesten  Quellen)  as  one 
of  the  most  important  disciples  of  Valentinus.  We  shall 
presently  see  what  these  sources  are,  but  must  now  follow 
the  argument :  "  As  the  date  of  Valentinus  falls  about 
140,  do  we  say  too  much  when  we  represent  Ptolemseus 
as  working  at  the  latest  about  160  ? ''  It  is  evident  that 
there  is  no  evidence  here  but  merely  assumption,  and  the 
manner  in  which  the  period  ^'  about  160  ''  is  begged,  is  a 
clear  admission  that  there  are  no  certain  data.     The  year 

1  Wann  wurden,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  46  f. 

»  On  the  Oanon,  p.  263.  •  ij.,  p.  264,  note  2. 
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might  with  equal  propriety  upon  those  grounds  have 
been  put  ten  years  earlier  or  ten  years  later.     The  decep- 
tive and  arbitrary  character  of  the  conclusion,  however, 
will  be  more  apparent  when  we  examine  the  groimds 
upon  which  the  relative  dates  140  and  160  rest.     Tisch- 
endorf  here  states  that  the  time  at  which  Valentinus 
flourished  falls  about  a.d.  140,  but  the  fact  is  that,  as  all 
critics  are  agreed,^  and  as  even  Tischendorf  himself  else- 
where states,^  Valentinus  came  out  of  Egypt  to  Kome  in 
that  year,  when  his  public  career  practically  commenced, 
and  he  continued  to  flourish  for  at  least  twenty  years  after.^ 
Tischendorf's  pretended  moderation,  therefore,   consists 
in  dating  the  period  when  Valentinus  flourished  from  the 
very  year  of  his  first  appearance,  and  in  assigning  the 
active  career  of  Ptolemseus  to  160  when  Valentinus  was 
still  alive  and  teaching.     He  might  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple be  dated  180,  and  even  in  that  case  there  could  be 
no  reason  for  ascribing  the  Epistle  to  Flora  to  so  early  a 
period  of  his  career.     Tischendorf  never  even  pretends 
to  state  any  ground  upon  which  Ptolemseus  must  be 
connected  with  any  precise  part  of  the  public  life  of 
Valentinus,  and  still  less  for  discriminating  the  period  of 
the  career  of  Ptolemseus  at  which  the  Epistle  may  have 
been  composed.     It  is  obvious  that  a  wide  limit  for  date 
thus  exists. 

After  these  general  statements  Tischendorf  details  the 
only  evidence  which  is  available.  (1)  "  Irenseus  (in  the 
2nd  Book)  and  Hippolytus  name  him  together  with 
Heracleon;    likewise    (2)     pseudo-Tertullian     (in    the 

'  See  authorities,  Vol.  ii.  p.  55,  note  3. 

'  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  43.      **  Valentimis,  der   um  140  aus 
jS!gypten  nach  Bom  kam  und  darauf  noch  20  Jahre  gelebt  haben  mag.'' 
'  Cf.  Irencna,  Ady.  Hser.,  iii.  4,  §  3;  Euaehiua,  H.  E.,  iy.  11. 
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appendix  to  De  FrcBscriptionibus  HcBreticorum)  and 
Philastrius  make  him  appear  immediately  after  Valenti- 
nus,"  &c.  We  must  first  examine  these  two  points  a 
little  more  closely  in  order  to  ascertain  the  value  of  such 
statementa  With  regard  to  the  first  (1)  of  these  points, 
we  shall  presently  see  that  the,  mention  of  the  name  of 
Ptolema^us  along  with  that  of  Heracleon  throws  no  light 
upon  the  matter  firom  any  point  of  view,  inasmuch  as 
Tischendorf  has  bb  little  authority  for  the  date  he  assigns 
to  the  latter,  and  is  in  as  complete  ignorance  concerning 
him,  as  in  the  case  of  Ptolemaeus,  It  is  amusing,  more- 
over, that  Tischendorf  employs  the  very  same  argument, 
which  sounds  well  although  it  means  nothing,  inversely 
to  establish  the  date  of  Heracleon.  Here,  he  argues : 
*'IrenaBus  and  Hippolytus  name  him  (Ptolemseus) 
together  with  Heracleon ; ''  ^  there,  he  reasons  :  "  Irenseus 
names  Heracleon  together  with  Ptolemseus,"^  &c.  As 
neither  the  date  assigned  to  the  one  nor  to  the  other  can 
stand  alone,  he  tries  to  get  them  into  something  like  an 
upright  position  by  propping  the  one  against  the  other, 
an  expedient  which,  naturally,  meets  with  little  success. 
We  shall  in  dealing  with  the  case  of  Heracleon  show  how 
absurd  is  the  argument  from  the  mere  order  in  which 
such  names  are  mentioned  by  these  writers ;  meantime  we 
may  simply  say  that  Irenseus  only  once  mentions  the 
name  of  Heracleon  in  his  works,  and  that  the  occasion 
on  which  he  does  so,  and  to  which  reference  is  here  made, 
is  merely  an  allusion  to  the  Mons  "  of  Ptolemseus  himself, 
and  of  Heracleon,  and  all  ihe  rest  who  hold  these  views."^ 
This  phrase  might  have  been  used,  exactly  as  it  stands,  with 

>  Wann  wnrden,  n.  s.  w.,  p.  47.  *  lb,,  p.  48. 

*  Ipsius  PtolemsBi  ot  Heradeonis,  et  reliquis  omnibus  qui  eadem  opi* 
nantur.    Adv.  Hser.,  ii.  4,  §  1. 
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perfect  propriety  even  if  Ptolemseus  and  Heradeon  had 
been  separated  by  a  century.  The  only  point  which  can 
be  deduced  from  this  mere  coupling  of  names  is  that,  in 
using  the  present  tense,  Irenaeus  is  speaking  of  his  own 
contemporaries.  We  may  make  the  same  remark  regard- 
ing Bippolytus,  for,  if  his  mention  of  Ptolemaeus  and 
Heracleon  has  any  weight  at  all,  it  is  to  prove  that  they 
were  flourishing  in  his  time  :  "  Those  who  are  of  Italy, 
of  whom  is  Heracleon  and  Ptolemseus,  say  .  .  /'  *  &c. 
We  shall  have  to  go  further  into  this  point  presently. 
Ab  to  (2)  pseudo-TertulJian  and  Philastrius  we  need  only 
say  that  even  if  the  fact  of  the  names  of  the  two 
Gnostics  being  coupled  together  could  prove  anything 
in  regard  to  the  date,  the  repetition  by  these,  writers 
could  have  no  importance  for  us,  their  works  being 
altogether  based  on  those  of  Irenaeus  and  Hippolytus,^ 
and  scarcely,  if  at  all,  conveying  independent  informa- 
tion.^ We  have  merely  indicated  the  weakness  of 
these  arguments  in  passing,  but  shall  again  take  them 
up  further  on. 

The  next  and  final  consideration  advanced  by  Tisch- 
endorf  is  the  only  one  which  merits  serious  atten- 
tion. "  Irenaeus  wrote  the  first  and  second  book  of  his 
great  work  most  probably  before  180,  and  in  both  he 
occupies  himself  much  with  Ptolemaeus."  Before  pro- 
ceeding to  examine  the  accuracy  of  this  statement 
regarding  the  time  at  which  Irenaeus  wrote,  we  may  ask 
what  conclusion  would  be  involved  if  Irenaeus  really  did 

*  Ol  fi€v  dn^  TTJs  'iToXuiff,  Lv  iariv  'HpajcXewi/  Koi  UToKefAOios  .... 
ijxuri.    Eef.  Onm.  Hser.,  vi.  35. 

'  Cf.'  Lipsius^  Zur  Quollenkritik  des  Epiphaniu^,  1865. 

*  Indeed  the  direct  and  ayowed  dependence  of  Bippolytus  himself  upon 
the  work  of  Irenaeus  depriyes  the  Philosopumena,  in  many  parts,  of  all 
separate  authority. 

^^^    "•  •  Digitized  by  GoOQIc 
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compose  the  two  books  in  a.d.  180  in  which  he  mentions 
our  Gnostics  in  the  present  tense  ?  Nothing  more  than 
the  simple  fact  that  Ptolemseus  and  Heracleon  were 
promulgating  their  doctrines  at  that  time.  There  is  not 
a  single  word  to  show  that  they  did  not  continue  to 
flourish  long  after  ;  and  as  to  the  "  Epistle  to  Flora " 
Irenaeus  knows  nothing  of  it,  nor  has  any  attempt  been 
made  to  assign  it  to  an  early  part  of  the  Gnostics'  career. 
Tischendorf,  in  fact,  does  not  produce  a  single  passage 
nor  the  slightest  argument  to  show  that  Irenaeus  treats 
our  two  Gnostics  as  men  of  the  past,  or  otherwise  than 
as  heretics  then  actively  disseminating  their  heterodox 
opinions,  and,  even  taken  literally,  the  argument  of 
Tischendorf  would  simply  go  to  prove  that  about  A.D.  180 
Irenaeus  wrote  part  of  a  work  in  which  he  attacks 
Ptolemaeus  and  mentions  Heracleon. 

When  did  Irenaeus,  however,  really  write  his  work 
against  Heresies?  Although  our  sources  of  reliable 
information  regarding  him  are  exceedingly  limited,  we 
are  not  without  materials  for  forming  a  judgment  on  the 
point  Irenaeus  was  born  about  a.d.  140,  and  is  generally 
supposed  to  have  died  at  the  opening  of  the  third  century 
(a.d,  202).^  We  know  that  he  was  deputed  by  the 
Church  of  Lyons  to  bear  to  Eleutherus,  then  Bishop  of 
Kome,  the  Epistle  of  that  Christian  community  describing 
their  suflferings  during  the  persecution  commenced  against 
them  in  the  seventeenth  year  of  the  reign  of  Marcus 
Aurelius  Antoninus  (7th  March,  177 — 178).^  It  is  very 
improbable  that  this  journey  was  undertaken,  in  any 
case,  before  the  spring  of  a.d.  1 78  at  the  earliest,  and, 

*  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  118  f. ;  Tischendorf^  Wann  wurden, 
.   .     .,  p.  It,  12  ;  Volhmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  24. 

•  Eueehitu,  H.  E.,  v.  1  ;  Pr»f.  §  1,  3,  4. 
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indeed,  in  accordance  with  the  given  data,  the  persecu- 
tion itself  may  not  have  commenced  earlier  than  the 
beginning  of  that  year,  so  that  his  journey  need  not  have 
been  undertaken  before  the  close  of  178  or  the  spring  of 
179,  to  which  epoch  other  circumstances  might  lead  us.* 
There  is  reason  to  believe  that  he  remained  some  time  in 
Rome.  Baronius  states  that  Irenaeus  was  not  appointed 
Bishop  of  Lyons  till  a.d.  180,  for  he  says  that  the  see 
remained  vacant  for  that  period  after  the  death  of 
Pothinus  in  consequence  of  the  persecution.  Now  certain 
expressions  in  his  work  show  that  Irenseus  certainly  did 
not  write  it  until  he  became  Bishop.^  It  is  not  known 
how  long  Ireneeus  remained  in  Rome,  but  there  is  every 
probability  that  he  must  have  made  a  somewhat  pro- 
tracted stay,  for  the  purpose  of  making  himself  acquainted 
with  the  various  tenets  of  Gnostic  and  other  heretics 
then  being  actively  taught,  and  the  preface  to  the  first 
Book  refers  to  the  pains  he  took.  He  wrote  his  work  in 
Gaul,  however,  after  his  return  from  this  visit  to  Rome. 
This  is  apparent  from  what  he  himself  states  in  the 
Preface  to  the  first  Book :  "  I  have  thought  it  neces- 
sary," he  says,  "  after  having  read  the  Memoirs  (vnofi- 
mjfiaaf)  of  the  disciples  of  Valentinus  as  they  call  them- 
selves, and  having  by  personal  intercourse  mth  some  of 
them  apprehended  their  opinions,  to  unfold  to  thee,''^  &c. 
A  little  further  on  he  claims  from  the  friend  to  whom  he 
addresses  his  work  indulgence  for  any  defects  of  style 
on  the  score  of  his  being  resident  amongst  the  Keltse.^ 

^  Baronius  (Ann.  Eccles.)  sets  the  death  of  Pothinus  in  a.d.  179. 

*  Cf.  Ady.  Haer.,  v.  Prsef. ;  Masmet,  Dissert,  in  Iren.,  ii.  art.  ii.  §  49 ; 
LardneVf  Works,  ii.  p.  157. 

*  Adv.  Haer.,  i.  Pnef.  §  2.     See  the  passage  quoted,  vol.  ii.  p.  60. 

*  OvK  eirtfiyr^crciff  5c  wap*  fni&v  tS>p  iv  ILtkrois  biaTpi^vTaVy  #c.tA.     Adv. 
Hser.,  i.  Praef.  §  3. 
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Ireneeus  no  doubt  during  his  stay  in  Rome  came  in 
contact  with  the  school  of  Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon,  if 
not  with  the  Gnostic  leaders  themselves,  and  shocked  as 
he  describes  himself  as  being  at  the  doctrines  which  they 
insidiously  taught,  he  undertook,  on  his  return  to  Lyons, 
to  explain  them  that  others  might  be  exhorted  to 
avoid  such  an  "  abyss  of  madness  and  blasphemy  against 
COirist/'*  Irenseus  gives  us  other  materials  for  assign- 
ing a  date  to  his  work.  In  the  third  Book  he  enumerates 
the  bishops  who  had  filled  the  Episcopal  Chair  of  Rome, 
and  the  last  whom  he  names  is  Eleutherus  (a.d.  177 — 
190),  who,  he  says,  "now  in  the  twelfth  place  from  the 
apostles,  holds  the  inheritance  of  the  episcopate."^  There 
is,  however,  another  clue  which,  taken  aloDg  with  this, 
leads  us  to  a  close  approximation  to  the  actual  date.  In 
the  same  Book,  Irenaeus  mentions  Theodotion*s  version 
of  the  Old  Testament :  "  But  not  as  some  say,"  he 
writes,  "who  now  (vw)  presume  to  interpret  the 
Scripture  :  ^  Behold  a  young  woman  shall  conceive,  and 
bring  forth  a  son,'  as  Theodotion,  the  Ephesian,  has 
interpreted,  and  Aquila  of  Pontus,  both  Jewish  prose- 
lytes."' Now  we  are  informed  by  Epiphanius  that 
Theodotion  published  his  translation  during  the  reign 
of  the  Emperor  Commodus*  (a.d.  180—192).  The 
Chronicon  Paschale  adds  that  it  was  during  the  Consul- 
ship of  Marcellus,  or  as  Massuet*  proposes  to  read 
Marullus,  who,  jointly  with  -^ianus,  assumed  office 
A.D.  184.     These  dates  decidedly  agree  with  the  passage 

1  Adv.  Hser.,  i.  Prsef.  §  2. 

»  Adv.  Hser.,  iii.  3,  §  3 ;  Eusehitis,  H.  E.,  v.  6. 

'  'AXX'  ovx  o>s  tvioi  <f>aa'\  tS>v  vvv  roXfiavrav  fi(0€pfirjv€v€ip  rrfv  ypa<f}fjv  .   . 
its  0€ob<yria>v  Tjpfirjpevaev  6  *E(f>€aios,  Koi  ^AjcvKas  6  IIovTuc6sf  K.r.X.     Adv.  Hser., 
iii.  21,  §  1.    Euaeh.y  H.  E.,  v.  8. 

*  De  Ponderib.  et  Mens.,  17. 

^  Dissert,  in  Iren.,  ii.  art.  ii.  xcvii.  §  47. 
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of  Irenseus  and  with  the  other  data,  all  of  which  lead 
us  to  about  the  same  period  within  the  episcopate  of 
Eleutherus  (f  c.  190).*  We  have  here,  therefore,  a 
reliable  clue  to  the  date  at  which  Irenseus  wrote.  It 
must  be  remembered  that  at  that  period  the  multiplica- 
tion and  dissemination  of  books  was  a  very  slow  process. 
A  work  published  about  184  or  185  could  scarcely  have 
come  into  the  possession  of  Irenaeus  in  Gaul  tiU  some 
years  later,  and  we  are,  therefore,  brought  towards  the 
end  of  the  episcopate  of  Eleutherus  as  the  earliest  date 
at  which  the  first  three  books  of  his  work  against 
Heresies  can  well  have  been  written,  and  the  rest  must 
be  assigned  to  a  later  period  under  the  episcopate  of 
Victor  (t  198—199).^ 

At  this  point  we  must  pause  and  turn  to  the  evidence 
which  Tischendorf  offers  regarding  the  date  to  be 
assigned  to  Heracleon.^  As  in  the  case  of  Ptolemaeus, 
we  shall  give  it  entire  an^  then  examine  it  in  detail. 
To  the  all-important  question:  "How  old  is  Heracleon?" 
Tischendorf  replies':  "Irenaeus  names  Heracleon,  together 
with  Ptolemaeus  II.  4,  §  1,  in  a  way  which  makes  them 

»  C£.  Credner,  Beitrage,  ii.  p.  253  ff. ;  Be  Wette,  Einl.  A.  T.,  1852,  p. 
61  ff.,  p.  62,  anm.  d.  ;  Lardner,  "He  also  speaks  of  the  translation  of 
Theodotion,  wliich  is  generally  allowed  to  have  been  published  in  the 
reign  of  Commodos."  Works,  ii.  p.  156  f. ;  Massuet,  Dissert,  in  Iren.,  ii. 
art.  ii.  xcvii.  §  47. 

"  Maaaudf  Dissert,  in  Iren.,  ii.  art.  ii.  xcvii.  (§  47),  xcix.  (§  50) ;  Volk- 
mar,  Der  Urspmng,  p.  24 ;  cf.  De  Wdte,  Einl.  A.  T.,  p.  62,  anm.  d. 
(♦*  Er  schrieb  zw.,  177—192  ") ;  cf.  CredneVy  Beitrage,  ii.  p.  255.  Jerome 
says  :  "  Hoc  ille  scripsit  ante  annos  circiter  trecentos."  Epist.  adTheod., 
5  53,  al.  29.  If  instead  of  **  trecentos,"  which  is  an  evident  slip  of  the 
pen,  we  read  **  ducentos,"  his  testimony  as  to  the  date  exactly  agrees. 

*  Canon  Westcott  adds  no  separate  testimony.  He  admits  that :  **  The 
history  of  Heracleon,  the  great  Valentinian  Commentator,  is  full  of  un- 
certainty. Nothing  is  known  of  his  country  or  parentage."  On  the 
Canon,  p.  263,  and  in  a  note  :  **  The  exact  chronology  of  the  early  heretics 
is  very  uncertain,"  p.  264,  note  2. 
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appear  as  well-known  representatives  of  the  Valentinian 
school.  This,  interpretation  of  his  words  is  all  the  more 
correct  because  he  never  again  .  mentions  Heracleon. 
Clement,  in  the  4th  Book  of  his  Stromata,  written  shortly 
after  the  death  of  Commodus  (193),  recalls  an  explana- 
tion by  Heracleon  of  Luke  xii.  8,  when  he  calls  him  the 
most  noted  man  of  the  Valentinian  school  (o  rfj^ 
OvaKemCi/ov  <r)(o\r}^  BoKL/KoraTo^  is  Clement's  expression). 
Origen,  at  the  beginning  of  his  quotation  from  Heracleon, 
says  that  he  was  held  to  be  a  friend  of  Valentinus  {tov^ 
OvaXevTLvov  Xeyoiia/ov  ewai  yvcopifiov  'H/oa/cXciwi/a). 
Hippolytus  mentions  him,  for  instance,  in  the  following 
way :  (vi.  29) ;  ^  Valentinus,  and  Heracleon,  and  Ptole- 
maeus,  and  the  whole  school  of  these,  disciples  of 
Pythagoras  and  Plato.  .  .  .  '  Epiphanius  says 
(Haer.  41):  ^Cerdo  (the  same  who,  according  to 
IrensBus  III.  4,  §  3,  was  in  Rome  under  Bishop  Hyginus 
with  Valentinus)  foUows  these  (the  Ophites,  Kainites, 
Sethiani),  and  Heracleon.'  After  all  this  Hera'cleon 
certainly  cannot  be  placed  later  than  150  to  160.  The 
expression  which  Origen  uses  regarding  his  relation 
to  Valentinus  must,  according  to  linguistic  usage,  be 
understood  of  a  personal  relation.''^ 

We  have  already  pointed  out  that  the  fact  that  the 
names  of  Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon  are  thus  coupled 
together  aflfords  no  clue  in  itself  to  the  date  of  either, 
and  their  being  mentioned  as  leading  representatives  of 
the  school  of  Valentinus  does  not  in  any  way  involve 
the  inference  that  they  were  not  contemporaries  of 
Irenaeus,  living  and  working  at  the  time  he  wrote.  The 
way  in  which  IrensBUS  mentions  them  in  this  the  only 
passage  throughout  his  whole  work  in  which  he  names 
»  Wann  wurden,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  48  f. 
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Heracleon,  and  to  which  Tischendorf  pointedly  refers, 
is  as  follows:  "But  if  it  was  not  produced,  but  was 
generated  by  itself,  then  that  which  is  vacuum  is  both 
like,  and  brother  to,  and  of  the  same  honour  with,  that 
Father  who  was  proclaimed  by  Valentinus ;    but  ifc  is 
really  more  ancient,  and  existent  much  before,  and  more 
exalted  than  the  rest  of  the  JEons  of  Ptolemaeus  him- 
self, and  of  Heracleon,  and  all  the  rest  who  hold  these 
views.  "^     We  fail  to  recognize  anything  special,  here,  of 
the  kind  inferred  by  Tischendorf,  in  the  way  in  which 
mention  is  made  of  the  two  later  Gnostics.     K  anything 
be  clear,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  that  a  distinction  is  drawn 
between  Valentinus  and  Ptolemseus  and  Heracleon,  and 
that   Irenaeus  points  out  inconsistencies  between    the 
doctrines  of  the  founder  and  those  of  his  later  followers. 
It  is   quite  irrelevant  to  insist  merely,  as  Tischendorf 
docs,  that  Irenaeus   and  subsequent  writers  represent 
Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon  and  other  Gnostics  of  his  time 
as  of  "  the  school "  of  Valentinus.     The  question  simply 
is,  whether  in  doing  so  they  at  all  imply  that  these  men 
were    not    contemporaries    of  Irenaeus,   or  necessarily 
assign  their  period  of  independent  activity  to  tbp  lifetime 
of  Valentinus,  as  Tischendorf  appears  to  argue  ?    Most 
certainly  they  do  not,  and  Tischendorf  does  not  attempt 
to  offer  any  evidence  that  they  do  so.     We  may  perceive 
how  utterly  worthless  such  a  fact  is  for  the  purpose  of 
affixing  an  early  date  by  merely  considering  the  quota- 
tion which  Tischendorf  himself  makes  from  Hippolytus  : 
"  Valentinus   and   Heracleon  and  Ptolemaeus,  and  the 

^  Si  axLtem  non  prolatum  est,  sed  a  se  generatum  est ;  et  simile  est,  et 
fratemiiin,  et  ejosdem  honoris  id  quod  est  yacuum,  ei  Patri  qui  prsedictus 
est  a  Yalentino :  antiquius  autem  et  multo  ante  exsistens,  et  honorifioen- 
tius  reliquis  .SiOnibus  ipsius  Ptolemaei  et  Heracleonis,  et  reliquis  omnibus 
qui  eadem  opinantur.     Adv.  Hser.,  ii.  4,  §  1. 
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whole  school  of  these,  disciples  of  Pythagoras  and 
Plato.  .  .  .  "*  If  the  statement  that  men  are  ol  a 
certain  school  involve  the  supposition  of  coincidence  of 
time,  the  three  Gnostic  leaders  must  be  considered  con- 
temporaries of  Pythagoras  or  Plato,  whose  disciples  they 
are  said  to  be.  Again,  if  the  order  in  which  names  are 
mentioned,  as  Teschendorf  contends  by  inference  through- 
out his  whole  argument,  is  to  involve  strict  similar 
sequence  of  date,  the  principle  applied  to  the  whole 
of  the  early  writers  would  lead  to  the  most  ridiculous 
confusion.  Tischendorf  quotes  Epiphanius :  "  Cerdo 
follows  these  (the  Ophites,  Kainites,  Sethiani),  and  Hera- 
cleon."  Why  he  does  so  it  is  difficult  to  imderstand, 
unless  it  be  to  give  the  appearance  of  multiplying  testi- 
monies, for  two  sentences  further  on  he  is  obliged  to 
admit :  "  Epiphanius  has  certainly  made  a  mistake,  as  in 
such  things  not  unfrequently  happens  to  him,  when 
he  makes  Cerdo,  who,  however,  is  to  be  placed  about  140, 
follow  Heracleon."^  This  kind  of  mistake  is,  indeed, 
common  to  all  the  writers  quoted,  and  when  it  is  remem- 
bered that  such  an  error  is  committed  where  a  distinct 
and  deliberate  affirmation  of  the  point  is  concerned,  it 
will  easily  be  conceived  how  little  dependence  is  to  be 
placed  on  the  mere  meution  of  names  in  the  course 
of  argument.  We  find  Irenaeus  saying  that  "neither 
Valentinus,  nor  Marcion,  nor  Satuminus,  nor  Basilides " 
possesses  certain  knowledge,^  and  elsewhere  :  "  of  such  an 
one  as  Valentinus,  or  Ptolemseus,  or  Basilides."*     To  base 

*  OvaXcvrtPOf  toiwv  kqi  'HpaicXcwv  Koi  UroXtfiato^  Koi  naau  ^  rovn^  axoKfif 
ol  lIv3ay6pov  Koi  HXaroivos  fioBrjTaij  k.tX,    Bef.  Onm.  Hser.,  yi.  29. 

'  Wann  warden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  49. 

We  do  not  here  enter  into  the  discassion  of  the  nature  of  this  error. 
(See  Volkmar,  Der  Urspmng,  p.  129  f . ;  Scholtetiy  Die  &lt.  Zeugnisse, 
p.  91 ;  Eiggenhachy  Die  Zeugn.  f.  d.  Ev.  Johan.,  1866,  p.  79.) 

8  Adv.  Hser.,  ii.  28,  §  6.  *  lb,,  ii.  28,  §  9. 
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an  argument  as  to  date  on  the  order  in  which  names 
appear  in  such  writers  is  preposterous. 

Tischendorf  draws  an  inference  from  the  statement 
that  Heracleon  was  said  tx)  be  a  yvdpiiio^  of  Valentinus, 
that  Origen  declares  him  to  have  been  his  friend,  hold- 
ing personal  intercourse  with  him.  Origen,  however, 
evidently  knew  nothing  individually  on  the  point,  and 
speaks  upon  mere  hearsay,  guardedly  using  the  expres- 
sion *'said  to  be"  (Xeyd/icvoi/  elvai,  yvcjpifjLov),  But, 
according  to  the  later  and  patristic  use  of  the  word, 
yvaipiyLo^  meant  nothing  more  than  a  "  disciple,"  and  it 
cannot  here  be  necessarily  interpreted  into  a  "  contem- 
porary.'^^ Under  no  circumstances  could  such  a  phrase, 
avowedly  limited  to  hearsay,  have  any  weight  The 
loose  manner  in  which  the  Fathers  repeat  each  other, 
even  in  serious  matters,  is  too  well  known  to  every  one 
acquainted  with  their  writings  to  require  any  remark. 
Their  inaccuracy  keeps  pace  with  their  want  of  critical 
judgment  We  have  seen  one  of  the  mistakes  of 
Epiphanius,  admitted  by  Tischendorf  to  be  only  too 
common  with  him,  which  illustrates  how  little  such 
data  are  to  be  relied  on.  We  may  point  out  another  of 
the  same  kind  committed  by  him  in  common  with  Hip- 
polytus,  pseudo-Tertullian  and  Philastrius.  IVIistaking  a 
passage  of  Irenaeus,^  regarding  the  sacred  Tetrad  (Kol- 
Arbas)  of  the  Valentinian  Gnosis,  Hippolytus  supposes 
Irenseus  to  refer  to  another  heretic  leader.  He  at 
once  treats  the  Tetrad  as  such  a  leader  named  *'  Colar- 
basus,"  and  after  dealing  (vi.  4)  with  the  doctrines  of 
Secundus,  and  Ptolemaeus,  and  Heracleon,  he  proposes, 
§  5,  to  show  "  what  are  the  opinions  held  by  Marcus  and 

*  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  127 ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  89  ; 
cf.  Lipaiua,  Zeitschr.  wiss.  TheoL,  1867,  p.  82;  StephunuSy  Thesaurus 
Ling.  Gr. ;  Suidas,  Lexicon,  in  voce.  '  Adv.  na?r.,  i.  14.         „ 
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Colarbasus/'  ^  At  the  end  of  the  same  book  he  declares 
that  Irenaeus,  to  whom  he  states  that  he  is  indebted  for 
a  knowledge  of  their  inventions,  has  completely  refuted 
the  opinions  of  these  heretics,  and  he  proceeds  to  treat 
of  Basilides,  considering  that  it  has  been  sufficiently 
demonstrated  "  whose  disciples  are  Marcus  and  Colar- 
basus,  the  successors  of  the  school  of  Valentinus/'^  At 
an  earlier  part  of  the  work  he  had  spoken  in  a  more 
independent  way  in  reference  to  certain  who  had  pro- 
mulgated great  heresies :  *'  Of  these/'  he  says,  "  one  is 
Colarbasus,  who  endeavours  to  explain  religion  by 
measures  and  numbers/'^  The  same  mistake  is  committed 
by  pseudo-Tertullian,*  and  Philastrius,*  each  of  whom 
devotes  a  chapter  to  this  supposed  heretic.  Epiphanius, 
as  might  have  been  expected,  fell  into  the  same  error, 
and  he  proceeds  elaborately  to  refute  the  heresy  of  the 
Colarbasians,  "which  is  Heresy  XV."  He  states  that 
Colarbasus  foUows  Marcus  and  Ptolemreus,^  and  after 
discussing  the  opinions  of  this  mythical  heretic  he 
devotes  the  next  chapter,  "  which  is  Heresy  XVI.,"  to 
the  Heracleonites,  commencing  it  with  the  information 
that :  *'  A  certain  Heracleon  follows  after  Colarbasus."^ 
This   absurd  mistake®  shows  how  little  these  writers 

*  Tiva  TO,  MdpKK^  Koi  KoXap)3a(ra>  voiutrBivrcL  Ref.  Omn.  Hfer.,  vi.  §  5. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  chapter  on  Colarbasus  is  omitted  from  the 
MS.*  of  Hippolytus  which  we  possess.  Cf.  Bunsen,  Hippolytus  u.  s. 
Zeit,  1852,  p.  54  f. 

^  .  .  .  .  TtVo)!/  (l(v  fiaOrfToi  MapKos  t€  koi  KoXap^aoSy  oi  rrjs  OvakfVTivou 
axoXrjs  buiboxoi  y(v6fji(voij  k.t.\.     Eef.  Omn.  Hser.,  vi.  §  55. 

'  *Cv  €LS  yAV  KoKapPaa-os,  ts  Sia  fi€Tp<av  xai  dpi6fici>p  iicriBfaBai  6to<r€^iap 
cTTixftpcT.    Ref.  Omn.  Heer.,  iv.  §  13. 

^  Haor.,  15.  »  /6.,  43. 

8  /6.,  XXXV.  §  1,  p.  258. 

7  'HpaicXc'ov  Tis  TdvTov  rhv  Kokdp^a-ov  biabfXfrai,  #e.T.X.  HsBr.,  xxxvi. 
§l,p.  262. 

*  Volkmar,  Die  Colarbasus-gnosis  in  Niedner's  Zeitflchr.  hist.  Theol., 
1855  ;  Der  Ursprung,  p.  128  f. ;  Baur,  K.  G.  d.  drei  erst.  Jahrh.,  p.  204; 
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knew  of  the  Gnostics  of  whom  they  wrote,  and  how  the 
one  ignorantly  follows  the  other. 

The  order,  moreover,  in  which  they  set  the  heretic  leaders 
varies  considerably.  It  will  be  sufficient  for  us  merely 
to  remark  here  that  while  pseudo-Tertullian  ^  and  Philas- 
trius^  adopt  the  following  order  after  the  Valentinians : 
Ptolemseus,  Secundus,  Heracleon,  Marcus,  and  Colar- 
basus,  Epiphanius^  places  them :  Secundus,  Ptolemaeus, 
Marcosians,  Colarbasus,  and  Heracleon ;  and  Hippolytus* 
again  :  Secundus,  Ptolemaeus,  Heracleon,  Marcus,  and 
Colarbasus.  The  vagueness  of  Irenaeus  had  left  some 
latitude  here,  and  his  followers  were  uncertain.  The 
somewhat  singular  fact  that  Irenaeus  only  once  mentions 
Heracleon  whilst  he  so  constantly  refers  to  Ptolemaeus, 
taken  in  connection  with  this  order,  in  which  Heracleon 
is  always  placed  after  Ptolemaeus,*  and  by  Epiphanius 
after  Marcus,  may  be  reasonably  explained  by  the  fact 
that  whilst  Ptolemaeus  had  already  gained  considerable 
notoriety  when  Irenaeus  wrote,  Heracleon  may  only  have 
begun  to  come  into  notice.  Since  Tischendorf  lays  so 
much  stress  upon  pseudo-Tertullian  and  Philastrius 
making  Ptolemaeus  appear  immediately  after  Valentinus, 
this  explanation  is  after  his  own  principle. 

We  have  already  pointed  out  that  there  is  not  a  single 
passage  in  Irenaeus,  or  any  other  early  writer,  assigning 
Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon  to  a  period  anterior  to  the 
time  when  Irenaeus  undertook  to  refute  their  opinions. 
Indeed,  Tischendorf  has   uot  attempted  to  show   that 

anm.  1 ;  Lipaivs,  Der  Gnosticisinus,  in  Ersch.  u.  Grubers  Real.  Encykl. ; 
Zur  QueUenkritik  des  Epiph.,  p.  166  f.,  168  f. ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeug- 
nisse,  p.  91. 
1  Haer.,  13  ff.  ^  jj,^  39  q^  a  jj,^^  03  q^ 

*  Eef.  Omn.  Hser.,  vi.  §  3,  4,  5. 

'  TertoUian  also  makes  Heracleon  follow  Ptolemoous.    Adv.  Val.,  4. 
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they  do,  and  he  has  merely,  on  the  strength  of  the 
general  expression  that  these  Gnostics  were  of  the  school 
of  Valentinus,  boldly  assigned  to  them  an  early  date. 
Now,  as  we  have  stated,  he  himself  admits  that  Valen- 
tinus only  came  from  Egypt  to  Rome  in  a.d.  140,  and 
continued  teaching  till  160,^  and  these  dates  are  most 
clearly  given  by  Irenaeus  himself.^  Why  then  should 
Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon,  to  take  an  extreme  case,  not 
have  known  Valentinus  in  their  youth,  and  yet  have 
flourished  chiefly  during  the  last  two  decades  of  the 
second  century  ?  Irenaeus  himself  may  be  cited  as  a 
parallel  case,  which  Tischendorf  at  least  cannot  gainsay. 
He  is  never  tired  of  telling  us  that  Irenaeus  was  the 
disciple  of  Polycarp,^  whose  martyrdom  he  sets  about 
A.D.  165,  and  he  considers  that  the  intercourse  of 
Irenseus  with  the  aged  Father  must  properly  be  put 
about  A.D.  150,*  yet  he  himself  dates  the  death  of 
Irenaeus,  a.d.  202,^  and  nothing  is  more  certain  than 
that  the  period  of  his  greatest  activity  and  influence 
falls  precisely  in  the  last  twenty  years  of  the  second 
century.  Upon  his  own  data,  therefore,  that  Valentinus 
taught  for  twenty  years  after  his  first  appearance  in 
Rome  in  a.d.  140 — and  there  is  no  groimd  whatever  for 
asserting  that  he  did  not  teach  for  even  a  much  longer 
period — Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon  might  well  have 
personally  sat  at  the  feet  of  Valentinus  in  their 
youth,  as  Irenaeus  is  said  to  have  done  about  the 
very  same  period  at  those  of  Polycarp,  and  yet,  like 
him,  have  flourished  chiefly  towards  the  end  of  the 
century. 

'  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  43. 

»  Adv.  Haer.,  iii.  4,  §  3;  Etiseh.,  H.  E.,  iv.  11. 

3  Wann  wurden,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  25,  p.  11. 

*  i6.,p.  12.  »  76.,  p.  11  f. 
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Although  there  is  not  the  slightest  ground  for  assert- 
ing that  Ptolemaeus  -and  Heracleon  were  not  contem- 
poraries with  Irenseus,  flourishing  like  him  towards  the 
end  of  the  second  century,  there  are,  on  the  other  hand, 
many  circumstances  which  altogether  establish  that  con- 
clusion. We  have  already  shown,  in  treating  of  Valen- 
tinus,^  that  Irenseus  principally  directs  his  work  against 
the  followers  of  Valentinus  living  at  the  time  he  wrote, 
and  notably  of  Ptolemaeus  and  his  school^  In  the 
preface  to  the  first  book,  after  stating  that  he  writes 
after  personal  intercourse  with  some  of  the  disciples  of 
Valentinus,^  he  more  definitely  states  his  purpose :  **  We 
will,  then,  to  the  best  of  our  ability,  clearly  and  concisely 
set  forth  the  opinions  of  those  who  are  now  {vvv)  teach- 
ing heresy,  /  speak  particularly  of  those  round  Ptole- 
mcBUS  {t(ou  irepl  UToXeiialou)  whose  system  is  an  ofishoot 
from  the  school  of  Valentinus."  *  Nothing  could  be  more 
explicit.  Irenseus  in  this  passage  distinctly  represents 
Ptolemaeus  as  teaching  at  the  time  he  is  writing,  and 
this  statement  alone  is  decisive,  more  especially  as  there 
is  not  a  single  known  fact  which  is  either  directly  or 
indirectly  opposed  to  it. 

Tischendorf  lays  much  stress  on  the  evidence  of 
Hippolytus  in  coupling  together  the  names  of  Ptolemaeus 
and  Heracleon  with  that  of  Valentinus ;  similar  testi- 
mony of  the  same  writer,  fully  confirming  the  above 
statement  of  Irenaeus,  will,  therefore,  have  the  greater 
force.  Hippolytus  says  that  the  Valentinians  differed 
materially  among  themselves  regarding  certain  points 
which  led    to    divisions,    one    party    being  called  the 

1  Vol.  n.  p,  60  flf. 

>  Oanon  Westcott  admits  this.    On  the  Oanon,  p.  266  f. 

'  See  passage  quoted,  yol.  ii.  p.  60. 

♦  Adv.  Haer,,  i.  Pwef.  5  2.    See  Greek  quoted,  vol.  ii.  p.  60,  note  1. 
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Oriental  and  the  other  the  Italian.  "  They  of  the 
Italian  party,  of  whom  is  Heracleon  and  Ptolemaeus, 
saij^  &c.  .  .  .  They,  however,  who  are  of  the 
Oriental  party,  of  whom  is  Axioniens  and  Bardesanes, 
maintain,"  &c.  ^  Now,  Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon  are 
here  quite  clearly  represented  as  being  contemporary 
with  Axionicus  and  Bardesanes,  and  without  discussing 
whether  Hippolytus  does  not,  in  continuation,  describe 
them  as  all  living  at  the  time  he  wrote,^  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  some  of  them  were,  and  that  this  evidence 
confirms  again  the  statement  of  Irenajus.  Hippolytus, 
in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  work,  states  that  a  certain 
Prepon,  a  Marcionite,  has  introduced  something  new,  and 
*'  now  in  our  own  time  {<h  toIs  Kaff  tj/xS?  yji6voi%  inw) 
has  written  a  work  regarding  the  heresy  in  reply  to 
Bardesanes."  ^  The  researches  of  Hilgenfeld  have  proved 
that  Bardesanes  lived  at  least  over  the  reign  of  Helioga- 
balus  (218 — 222),  and  the  statement  of  Hippolytus  is 
thus  confirmed.*  Axionicus  again  was  still  flourishing 
when  Tertullian  wrote  his  work  against  the  Valentinians 

*  Ol  /iev  aith  t^s  'iToXtay,  hv  (crriv  'HpaicX/a)i/  Koi  UroXtfiaios  ,  .  .  (fkwi  .  .  . 

•  •  •  •  • 

Ol  d*  al  ajrb  rijs  dvaroXrjs  Xtyovo-tv,  &v  (orrlv  *A^i6viKOS  Koi  Bapdi/o-avi;^,  k,tX, 
Eef.  Onin.  Hser.,  vi.  35. 

^  Tischendorf  did  not  refer  to  these  passages  at  aU  originaUy,  and  only 
does  so  in  the  second  and  subsequent  editions  of  this  book,  in  reply  to 
Volkmar  and  others  in  the  Vorwort  (p.  ix.  f.),  and  in  a  note  (p.  49, 
note  2).  Volkmar  argues  from  the  opening  of  the  next  chapter  (36), 
Tovra  oZv  €K(ivoi  Cv^iiraacof  kot  avTov£'  (Let  these  heretics,  therefore, 
discuss  these  points  amongst  themselves),  that  they  are  represented 
as  contemporaries  of  Hippolytus  himself  at  the  time  he  wrote  (a.d.  225 — 
235),  Der  Ursprung,  p.  23,  p.  130  f.  It  is  not  our  purpose  to  pursue  this 
discussion,  but  whatever  may  be  the  conclusion  as  regards  the  extreme 
deduction  of  Volkmar,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  passage  proves  at 
least  the  date  which  was  assigned  to  them  against  Tischendorf. 

»  Eef.  Omn.  Hcer.,  vii.  31. 

*  Hilgenfeld,  Bardesanes,  1864,  p.  11  ff. ;  Volkmar,  Der  TJrsprung,  p. 
131,  p.  23;  LipHua,  Zeitechr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1867,  p.  80  f.;  Biggenhach, 
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(201 — 226).  Tertullian  says:  "Axionicus  of  Antioch 
aJone  to  the  present  day  (ad  hodiernum)  respects  the 
memory  of  Valentinus,  by  keeping  fully  the  rules  of  his 
system."  *  Although  on  the  whole  they  may  be  con- 
sidered to  have  flourished  somewhat  earlier,  Ptolemaeus 
and  Heracleon  are  thus  shown  to  have  been  for  a  time  at 
least  contemporaries  of  Axionicus  and  Bardesanes.^ 

Moreover,  it  is  evident  that  the  doctrines  of  Ptolemaeus 
and  Heracleon  represent  a  much  later  form  of  Gnosticism 
than  that  of  Valentinus.  It  is.  generally  admitted  that 
Ptolemseus  reduced  the  system  of  Valentinus  to  con- 
sistency,^ and  the  inconsistencies  which  existed  between 
the  views  of  the  Master  and  these  later  followers,  and 
which  indicate  a  much  more  advanced  stage  of  develop- 
ment, are  constantly  pointed  out  by  Irenaeus  and  the 
Fathers  who  wrote  in  refutation  of  heresy.  Origen  also 
represents  Heracleon  as  amongst  those  who  held  opinions 
sanctioned  by  the  Church,*  and  both  he  and  Ptolemaeus 
must  indubitably  be  classed  amongst  the  latest  Gnostics.* 
It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon  were 
contemporaries  of  Irenaeus  *  at  the  time  he  composed 
his  work  against  Heresies  (185 — 195),  both,  and  especially 

Die  Zeagnisse  f.  d.  Ey.  Johannis,  1866,  p.  78  f. ;  SchoUerit  Die  alt.  Zeug- 
niflse,  p.  90. 

*  Adv.  Val.,  4  ;  Hilgen/dd,  Bardesanes,  p.  15 ;  Volkmar,  Der  Drsprung, 
p.  130  f. ;  Lipsius,  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1867,  p.  81. 

'  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  23  f.,  p.  130  f. ;  Lipaiua,  Zeitschr,  wiss. 
Theol.,  1867,  p.  82;  Scholten,  Die  Sit.  Zeugniase,  p.  90. 
»  WestcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  276. 

*  In  Joh.,  T.  xvi.  p.  236  f. ;  Orabe,  Spicil.  Patr.,  ii.  p.  105. 

•  Hilgen/ddf^  Die  Evangelien,  p.  346;  Scholten,  Die  Sit.  Zeugnisse, 
p.  89  ff. ;  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  127  ff. ;  Lijosius,  Zeitschr.  wise. 
Theol.,  1867,  p.  82 ;  Biggenbach,  Die  Zengn.  f.  d,  Ev.  Johann.,  p.  78. 

•  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  22  S,,  p.  126  ff. ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeng- 
Bisse,  p.  88  ff. ;  Lipsius,  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1867,  p.  81,  83;  Cillerier, 
Essai  dTntro.  N.  T.,  p.  27  f.;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  391,  note  1 ; 
Biggmhach,  Die  Zeugn.  f.  d.  Ey.  Johann.,  p.  78. 
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the  latter,  flourisliing  and  writing  towards  the  end  of  the 
second  century.* 

We  mentioned,  in  first  speaking  of  these  Gnostics,  that 
Epiphanius  has  preserved  an  Epistle,  attributed  to  Ptole- 
maeus,  which  is  addressed  to  Flora,  one  of  his  disciples,^ 
This  Epistle  is  neither  mentioned  by  IrensBUS  nor  by  any 
other  writer  before  Epiphanius.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
Epistle  itself  to  show  that  it  was  really  written  by 
Ptolemseus  himself.  Assuming  it  to  be  by  him,  how- 
ever, the  Epistle  was  in  all  probability  written  towards 
the  end  of  the  second  century,  and  it  does  not,  therefore, 
come  within  the  scope  of  our  inquiry.  We  may,  how- 
ever, briefly  notice  the  supposed  references  to  our  Gospels 
which  it  contains.  The  writer  of  the  Epistle,  without 
any  indication  whatever  of  a  written  source  from  which 
he  derived  them,  quotes  sayings  of  Jesus  for  which 
parallels  are  found  in  our  first  Gospel.  These  sayings 
are  introduced  by  such  expressions  as  "  he  said,"  "  our 
Saviour  declared,''  but  never  as  quotations  from  any 
Scripture.  Now,  in  aflSrming  that  they  are  taken  firom 
the  Gospel  according  to  Matthew,  Apologists  exhibit 
their  usual  arbitrary  haste,  for  we  must  clearly  and 
decidedly  state  that  there  is  not  a  single  one  of  the  pas- 
sages which  does  not  present  decided  variations  fix)m  the 
parallel  passages  in  our  first  Synoptic.  We  subjoin  for 
comparison  in  parallel  columns  the  passages  from  the 
Epistle  and  Gospel : — 


Matt.  xn.  25. 
....  naa-a  irSKis  tj  oUia  yApur$€ura 
naff  kaxiTiii  ov  crraB^a-tTtu. 


Epistle. 

OIkig  yap  fj  woKis  ft^purOfla'a  (<f>* 
eavr^v  &^^  fi^  dvyaroi  arrjvtUf  6  aarffp 
Tffi&v  aw€(f>rjvaTo,^  •  •  .  • 

>  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  22  flP.,  126  ff. ;  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeug- 
nisse,  p.  88  fF. ;  Ehrard,  Evang.  Gesch.,  p.  874,  §  142;  Lijpsitia,  Zeitschr. 
vriBB.  Theol.,  1867^  p.  81  fF. 

'  JEpiphaniu8y  Hser.,  xxziii.  3 — 7.  •  /5.,  §  3. 
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Epistlb. 

tf<l>7j  airois  ort,  Mwvtrrjg  irp6s  rffv 
aicKrjpoKapdlav  vyAp  circrpc^  rh  airo- 
\v€Uf  T^v  ywaUa  avTov'  an  ofx^f  y^ 

(TuptCfvfy  Tmrrrjv  rffv  ovCvyiai/^  Ka\  t 
aifpi^ev^    6    Kvpiosy    SpBpcoTTos    fxtf 

*0  yhp  6f6sf  <l>rjirWf  cirrc,  rifia  t6v 
ircaripa  aov  k<u  ttjv  firjTfpa  <rov,  iva  (d 
coi  yftnjrai,  vfitts  ^€,  (f>Jj<nyf  €lprjKaT€y 
ToU  trpftrfivripois  Xcyov,  hS>pov  ry  6t^ 

Koi  rfKyp^a-OTf  rov  p6ftov  rod  Beov,  dia 
TTfv  irapaboa-iv  rStv  irp€a'pvT€pciv  vfimv. 


Matt.  zix.  8,  and  6. 
Xry€i  ouroip  *Ori  Mavtnjg  irp6f  r^ 
a-icKfjpoKapdiav    vfi&v    hrirpr^  vfxiv 
andkvircu  rhs  ywauoas  vfjU»y*  an  dp)fis 

d€  ov  yeyoytv  ovras,      6 t 

oZv  6  6(6s  (TWf ffvf cv,   Sv6pwros  fx^ 

Matt.  xv.  4—8. 

*0  yap  $t6f  (V€T€iKaTo,  Xryav  Tifia 
t6p  iraT€pa  xal  'rifv  iirfrtpoy  #eai,  'O  luiKOm 
\aySiVy  K.r,\}  5.  vfitts  d€  XrycTe'*Oy 
Av  ftjqj  T^  varpl  fj  rg  P'ffph  A«pov,  6 
ihv  €(  ipov  axf>€krf$fjgf  icai  ov  fi^  r^irfo-fi 
rbv  iraripa  avroO,  $  r^y  firfrepa  avrov, 

6.  KOI  rjKvpwraT€  t6p  v6po¥  rov  6(ov 
hia  rrjv  vapddoo'w  vpM>v, 

7.  viroKpvral,  KoKcis  hrpo(f>ij(rtu(r(v 
V€p\  vfJL&v  'Ho-acof,  Xrya»y, 

8.  *0  \a69  oh'os,  K.r.X. 

Matt.  v.  38—39. 
*HKov<raT€  &n  ippfiBt}*  *OtfiBdKp^v  ivri 
o<^aX/uu>v,  Km  ob6yra  carri  6S6yros,  39. 
cya>  dc  Xcyo)  vfiiv,  p.^  dpTiarrrjiKU  r^ 
TTOimfp^'  aXX*  Saris  at  pcarifru  M.  ri^v 
d€(iap  aov  <nay6vat  crrpv^p  ahr^  jcol 

It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  Irenaeus  makes  very 
explicit  statements  as  to  the  recognition  of  other  sources 
of  evangelical  truth  than  our  Gospels  by  the  Valentinians, 
regarding  which  we  have  fully  written  when  discussing 
the  founder  of  that  sect*  We  know  that  they  professed 
to  have  direct  traditions  from  the  Apostles  through 
Theodas,  a  disciple  of  the  Apostle  Paxd;^  and  in  the 

^  Ejpiph,,  Hser.,  xzxiii.  4. 

'  This  plirase,  from  LeyiticuB  xx.  9,  occurs  further  on  in  the  next 
chapter. 

*  Epiph,^  Hser.,  xxxiii.  §  4. 

*  i&.,  §  6.  In  the  next  chapter,  §  7,  there  is  tva  yhp  p6vov  ^Ipm  ayaBhv 
Bthw  riv  4cnJTov  irartpa  6  cur^p  ^fuoy  i9rc<^^yaro,  k.tX*  cf.  Matt.  xLx.  17.  .  .  •  . 
€h  itrrhf  6  6yaB6s» 

*  See  Vol.  iL  p.  76  ff.  •  OlemeM  ^2.,  Strom.,  vii.  17. 


'O  \a6s  o^£,  k,tX^ 


t6  yhpi  *0<l>3akfi6v  dyrl 
ot^fiKpcivy  Koi  oh6vTa  atfrX  6d6vTos  .  .  . 
cy«>  y(ip  Xryfi>  vp!iv  p^rj  ayrunijvai  SXms 
T^  vovrjp^  aXkh  iav  rls  irt  pOTricrjj 
arpt^v  aur^  jcal  rfjv  SKKtjv  a'uey6va,* 


VOL.  n. 
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Epistle  to  Flora  allusion  is  made  to  the  succession  of 
doctrine  received  by  direct  tradition  from  the  Apostles.^ 
IrensDus  says  that  the  Valentinians  profess  to  derive  their 
views  from  unwritten  sources,^  and  he  accuses  them  of 
rejecting  the  Gospels  of  the  Church,^  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  he  states  that  they  had  many  Gospels  diflFerent 
from  what  he  calls  the  Gospels  of  the  Apostles.* 
'  With  regard  to  Heracleon,  it  is  said  that  he  wrote 
Commentaries  on  the  third  and  fourth  Grospels.  The 
authority  for  this  statement  is  very  insufficient.  The 
assertion  with  reference  to  the  third  Gospel  is  based  solely 
upon  a  passage  in  the  Stromata  of  the  Alexandrian 
Clement.  Clement  quotes  a  passage  found  in  Luke  xii. 
8,  11,  12,  and  says:  "Expoimding  this  passage,  Hera- 
cleon, the  most  distinguished  of  the  School  of  Valentinus, 
says  as  follows,"  &c.*  This  is  immediately  interpreted 
into  a  quotation  from  a  Commentary  on  Luke.^  We 
merely  potut  out  that  from  Clement's  remark  it  by  no 
means  foUows  that  Heracleon  wrote  a  Commentary  at  all, 
and  further  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  passage  com- 
mented upon  was  actually  from  our  third  Gospel^  The 
Stromata  of  Clement  were  not  written  until  after  A.i). 
193,  and  in  them  we  find  the  first  and  only  reference  to 
this  supposed  commentary.  We  need  not  here  refer  to 
the  Commentary  on  the  fourth  Gospel,  which  is  merely 

*  EpiphaniuB^  Hser.,  xxxiii.  7. 

^  Adv.  Hsor.,  i.  8,  §  1.  »  i6.,  iii.  2,  §  1.  *  J6.,  iii.  11.  §  9. 

•  Tovrov  €(rjyovfjL€V09  rhv  tAttov  'H/xxxXccm',  6  ttjs  Ovakivrivov  <rxo\rjs  doKifiw- 
TOToSf  Kcerh.  Xcfti/  ^o-cv,  #e.r.X.     Strom.,  iv.  9,  5  73. 

^  In  LncsB  igitor  Eyangelium  Oommentaxia  edidit  Heracleon,  &o. 
Orahe,  Spioil.  Patr.,  ii.  p.  83. 

'  The  second  reference  by  Clement  to  Heracleon  is  in  the  fragment 
§  25 ;  but  it  is  doubted  by  apologists  (cf.  WestcoUt  On  the  Canon,  p.  264). 
It  would,  howoTer,  tend  to  show  that  the  supposed  Commentary  could  not 
be  upon  our  Luke,  as  it  refers  to  an  apostolic  injunction  regarding 
baptism  not  found  in  our  Qospels. 
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inferred  from  references  in  Origen  (c.  a.d.  226),  but  of 
which  we  have  neither  earlier  nor  fuller  information.^  We 
must,  however,  before  leaving  this  subject,  mention  that 
Origen  informs  us  that  Heracleon  quotes  from  the  Preach- 
ing of  Peter  {Krjpvyiia  UerpoVy  Prsedicatio  Petri),  a  work 
which,  as  we  have  already  several  times  mentioned,  was 
largely  cited  by  Clement  of  Alexandria  as  authentic  and 
inspired  Holy  Scripture.^ 

The  epoch  at  which  Ptolemaeus  and  Heracleon 
flourished  would  in  any  case  render  testimony  regarding . 
our  Gospels  of  little  value.  The  actual  evidence  which 
they  furnish,  however,  is  not  of  a  character  to  prove  even 
the  existence  of  our  Synoptics,  and  much  less  does  it  in 
any  way  bear  upon  their  character  or  authenticity. 

2. 

A  similar  question  of  date  arises  regarding  Celsus,  who 
wrote  a  work,  entitled  Aoyos  dXrfOijs,  True  Doctrine, 
which  is  no  longer  extant,  against  which  Origen  com- 
posed an  elaborate  refutation.  The  Christian  writer 
takes  the  arguments  of  Celsus  in  detail,  presenting  to  us, 
therefore,  its  general  features,  and  giving  many  extracts ; 
and  as  Celsus  professes  to  base  much  of  his  accusation 
upon  the  writings  in  use  amongst  Christians,  although  he 
does  not  name  a  single  one  of  them,  it  becomes  important 
to  ascertain  what  those  works  were,  and  the  date  at  which 

*  Neither  of  the  works,  whatever  they  were,  could  have  been  written 
before  the  end  of  the  second  century.  Volkmar^  Der  Ursprung,  p.  22  f., 
130  f.,  165 ;  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  2iengnisse,  p.  91  f, ;  Ehrard,  Evang.  Gesch,, 
p.  874,  §  142 ;  Lipsius,  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1867,  p.  81  f. 

3  Clem.  Al,  Strom.,  vi.  5,  §  39,  6,  §  48,  7,  §  58,  15,  §  128.  Canon 
Westcott  states  of  Ptolemaens:  **Two  statements  however  which  ho 
makes  are  at  variance  with  the  Gospels ;  that  our  Lord's  ministry  was 
completed  in  a  year ;  and  that  Ho  continued  for  eighteen  months  with  his 
disciples  after  His  Resurrection."    On  the  Canon,  p.  268. 
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Celsus  wrote.     As  usual,  we  shall  state  the  ^ase  l)y 
giving  the  reasons  assigned  for  an  early  date. 

Arguing  against  Volkmar  and  others,  who  maintain, 
from  a  passage  at  the  close  of  his  work,  that  Origen, 
writing  about  the  second  quarter  of  the  third  century, 
represents  Celsus  as  his  contemporary,^  Tischendorf, 
referring  to  the  passage,  which  we  shall  give  in  its  place, 
proceeds  to  assign  an  earlier  date  upon  the  following 
grounds  :  "  But  indeed,  even  in  the  first  book,  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  whole  work,  Origen  says :  '  Therefore, 
I  caimot  compliment  a  Christian  whose  faith  is  in  danger 
of  being  shaken  by  Celsus,  who  yet  does  not  even  (ovSc) 
still  (en)  live  the  common  life  among  men,  but  already 

and  long  since  {tjSt)  koI  TraXou)  is  dead/ In  the 

same  first  book  Origen  says  :  *  We  have  heard  that  there 
were  two  men  of  the  name  of  Celsus,  Epicureans,  the 
first  under  Nero  ;  this  one '  (that  is  to  say,  om»)  '  under 
Hadrian  and  later.'  It  is  not  impossible  that  Origen 
mistakes  when  he  identified  his  Celsus  with  the  Epicurean 
living  *  under  Hadrian  and  later ;'  but  it  is  impossible  to 
convert  the  same  Celsus  of  whom  Origen  says  this  into 
a  contemporary  of  Origen.  Or  would  Origen  himself  in 
the  first  book  really  have  set  his  Celsus  'under  Hadrian 
(117 — 138)  and  later,'  yet  in  the  eighth  have  said  :  *  We 
will  wait  (about  225),  to  see  whether  he  will  still  ac- 
complish this  design  of  making  another  work  follow  ? ' 
Now,  until  some  better  discovery  regarding  Celsus  is 
attained,  it  will  be  well  to  hold  to  the  old,  with  the  ac- 
ceptance that  Celsus  wrote  his  book  about  the  middle  of 
the  second  century,  probably  between  150—160,"  &c.' 

^  VolJcmar,  Der  XJrsprung,  p.  80;  Scholteny  Die  ali  Zengnisse,  p.  99  f. 
'  Aber  auch  schon  im  ersten  Buohe  za  Anfiang  der  ganzen  Sohrift  sagt 
Origenes :   "  Dohcr  kann  ich  mich  nicht  eines  Christen  freuen,  dessen 
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It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  point  out  that  the  only 
argument  advanced  by  Tischehdorf  bears  solely  against 
the  assertion  that  Celsus  was  a  contemporary  of  Origen, 
"  about  225,"  and  leaves  the  actual  date  entirely  un- 
settled. He  not  only  admits  that  the  statement  of 
Origen  regarding  the  identity  of  his  opponent  with  the 
Epicurean  of  the  reign  of  Hadrian  "  and  later,"  may  be 
erroneous,  but  he  tacitly  rejects  it,  and  having  abandoned 
the  conjecture  of  Origen  as  groundless  and  untenable,  he 
substitutes  a  conjecture  of  his  own,  equally  unsupported 
by  reasons,  that  Celsus  probably  wrote  between  150 — 
160.  Indeed,  he  does  not  attempt  to  justify  this  date, 
but  arbitrarily  decides  to  hold  by  it  imtil  a  better  can  be 
demonstrated.  He  is  forced  to  admit  the  ignorance  of 
Origen  on  the  point,  and  he  does  not  conceal  his  own. 

Now  it  is  clear  that  the  statement  of  Origen  in  the 
preface  to  his  work,  quoted  above,  that  Celsus,  against 
whom  he  writes,  is  long  since  dead,^  is  made  in  the  belief 
that  this  Celsus  was  the  Epicurean  who  lived  imder 
Hadrian,^  which  Tischendorf,  although  he  avoids  explana- 

Glaube  G^fahr  laoft  dtlrdi  Celsus  wankond  gemacht  zu  werden,  der  doch 
nicht  einmal  (ovde)  melir  (^t)  das  gemeine  Leben  unter  den  Mensohen 
lebt,  sondem  bereits  und  langst  {Iphj  km  rrdkai)  yerstorben  ist."  .... 
In  demselben  ersten  Buche  sagt  Origenes :  **  Wir  haben  erfahren,  dass 
zwei  Manner  Namens  Celsus  Epikuraer  gewesen,  der  erste  nnter  Nero, 
dieser"  (d.  h.  der  unsrige)  **  unter  Hadrian  und  spater."  Es  ist  nicht 
unmoglich,  dass  sich  Origenes  irrte,  wenn  er  in  eeinem  Celsus  den  **  unter 
Hadrian  und  sp&ter"  lebenden  Epikuraer  wiederfand  ;  aber  es  ist  un* 
moglieh,  denselben  Celsus,  von  welchem  Origenes  dies  aussagt,  zu  einem 
Zoitgenossen  dee  Origenes  zu  machen.  Oder  batte  wirklich  gar  Origenes 
selbst  im  1.  Buche  seinen  Celsus  *' unter  Hadrian  (117 — 138)  und  spater" 
gesetzt,  im  8.  abor  gesagt :  **  Wir  wollen  abwarten  (um  22d)  ob  er  dieses 
Yorhaben,  eine  andere  Schrift  folgen  zu  lassen,  noch  ausfuhren  werde  P 
Nun  so  lange  keino  bessere  Entdeckung  iiber  Celsus  gelingt,  wirds  wol 
beim  Alten  bleiben  mit  der  Annahme,  daas  Celsus  um  die  Mitte  des  2. 
Jahrhimderts,  vielleicht  zwischen  150  and  160  sein  Buoh  verfaset,  fto.'* 
Wann  -wnrden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  74, 
J  Contra  OeU.,  preef.,  §  4,  •  /6.,  i.  9, 
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tion  of  the  reason,  rightly  recognizes  to  be  a  mistake. 
Origen  undoubtedly  knew  nothing  of  his  adversary,  and 
it  obviously  follows  that,  his  impression  that  he  is  Celsus 
the  Epicurean  being  erroneous,  his  statement  that  he 
was  long  since  dead,  which  is  based  upon  that  impression, 
loses  all  its  value.     Origen  certainly  at  one  time  con- 
jectured his  Celsus  to  be  the  Epicurean  of  the  reign 
of  Hadrian,  for  he  not  only  says  so  directly  in  the 
passage  quoted,  but  on  the  strength  of  his  belief  in  the 
fact,  he  accuses  him  of  inconsistency :  "  But  Celsus,"  he 
says,  **must  be  convicted  of  contradicting  himself;  for 
it  is  known  from  other  of  his  works  that  he  was  an 
Epicurean,  but  here,  because  he  considered  that  he  could 
attack  Christianity  more  eflfectively  by  not  avowing  the 
views  of  Epicurus,  he  pretends,  &c.  .  .  .  Remark,  there- 
fore, the  falseness  of  his  mind,"  &c.^     And  from  time  to 
time  he   continues  to  refer  to  him  as  an  Epicurean,^ 
although  it  is  evident  that  in  the  writing  before  him  he 
constantly  finds  evidence  that  he  is  of  a  wholly  different 
school.     Beyond  this  belief,  founded  avowedly  on  mere 
hearsay,  Origen  absolutely  knows  nothing  whatever  as 
to  the  personality  of  Celsus,  or  the  time  at  which  he 
wrote,'  and   he   sometimes  very  naively  expresses   his 
uncertainty  regarding  him.     Keferring  in  one  place  to 
certain  passages  which  seem  to  imply  a  belief  in  magic 
on  the  part  of  Celsus,  Origen  adds ;  ''  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  is  the  same  who  has  written  several  books 


^  *tXiyKT€OP  d^  o>ff  ra  tpovria  iavr^  keyopra  t6p  KeXcroi^.     EvptViccTtu  fup 
y^  i$  SKKov  ovyypofifiaTwp  *EmKovp€ios  mv  ivravBa  Bi,  dt^  t6  boKftv  cvXoyw- 
Tfpov  KonryofKiv  tov  \6yov,  firf  Sfiokoy&v  ri  *EfrtKovf)ov,  irpofnroiurai^  <c.r.X.  .  . 
*Opa  oZv  t6  v6Bov  xnrrov  rrjs  ^x^f,  ic.t.X.    Contra  Oelsi,  i.  8. 

«  Of.  Contra  Cels.,  i.  10,  21,  iii.  75,  80,  iv.  36. 

»  Neander,  K.  G.,  1842,  i.  p.  274. 
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against  magic."*  Elsewhere  he  says  :  ".  .  .  the  Epicu- 
rean Celsus  (if  he  be  the  same  who  composed  two  other 
books  against  Christians)/'  &c.^ 

Not  only  is  it  apparent  that  Origen  knows  nothing  of 
the  Celsus  with  whom  he  is  dealing,  however,  but  it 
is  almost  impossible  to  avoid  the  conviction  that  during 
the  time  he  was  composing  his  work  hi§  impressions 
concerning  the  date  and  identity  of  his  opponent  became 
considerably  modified.  In  the  earlier  portion  of  the 
first  book'  he  has  heard  that  his  Celsus  is  the  Epicurean 
of  the  reign  of  Hadrian,  but  a  little  further  on,*  as  we 
have  just-  seen,  he  confesses  his  ignorance  as  to  whether 
he  is  the  same  Celsus  who  wrote  against  magic,  which 
Celsus  the  Epicurean  actually  did.  In  the  fourth  book  * 
as  we  have  just  seen,  he  expresses  uncertainty  as  to 
whether  the  Epicurean  Celsus  had  composed  the  work 
against  Christians  which  he  is  refuting,  and  at  the  close 
of  his  treatise  he  treats  him  as  a  contemporary.  He 
writes  to  his  Mend  Ambrosius,  at  whose  request  the 
refutation  of  Celsus  was  undertaken :  "  Know,  however, 
.that  Celsus  has  promised  to  write  another  treatise  after 
this   one.  ...  If,   therefore,    he  has  not   fulfilled  his 

*  OvK  oldo,  €l  6  (tvTos  &v  r^  yp&^cofTi  Korh  futyelas  piffKla  nXiiovcu  Contra 
Gels.,  i.  68. 

*  ....  6  *E^iKovp€ios  KcX(rof  (r(  ye  olrSt  icrri  leat  6  Kara  Xpi<mavS)v  SKKa  di>o 
jSt/SXia  <rvvTd$as,)  k,t.\.  Contra  Cels.,  iv.  36.  With  regard  to  the  word 
SKKa,  the  most  competent  critics  have  determined  that  the  doubt  expressed 
is  whether  the  Epicurean  Celsus  wrote  the  work  against  Christians  which 
Oiigen  is  here  refuting.  Such  a  remark  applied  to  any  books  agaiast 
Christians  of  which  no  information  is  given  would  be  absurdly  irrelevant. 
Neander,  K.  Or, ,  i.  p.  273,  anm.  2 ;  Baur,  K.  Or.  d.  drei  erst.  Jahrh.,  i. 
p.  383  f.,  anm.  1 ;  ScholUn,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  99.  We  may  point 
out  that  the  opening  passage  of  the  4th  book  of  Origen's  work,  as  well 
as  subsequent  extracts,  seems  to  indicate  a  distinct  division  of  the  treatise 
of  Celsus  into  two  parts  which  may  fuUy  explain  the  bio  ^iffkla  of  this 
sentence* 

»  i.  8.  *  i.  68.  •  iv,  36, 
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proiiiise  to  write  a  second  book,  we  may  well  be  satisfied 
with  the  eight  books  in  reply  to  his  Discourse.  K,  how- 
ever, he  has  commenced  and  finished  this  work  also, 
6eek  it  and  send  it  in  order  that  we  may  answer  it  also, 
and  confute  the  false  teaching  in  it,"  &c}  From  this 
passage,  and  supported  by  other  considerations,  Volkmar 
and  others  assert  that  Celsus  was  really  a  contemporary 
of  Origen.^  To  this,  as  we  have  seen,  Tischendorf  merely 
replies  by  pointing  out  that  Origen  in  the  prefece  says 
that  Celsus  was  already  dead,  and  that  he  was  identical 
with  the  Epicurean  Celsus  who  flourished  imder  Hadrian 
and  later.  The  former  of  these  statements,  however; 
was  made  under  the  impression  that  the  latter  was 
correct,  and  as  it  is  generally  agreed  that  Origen  was 
mistaken  in  supposing  that  Celsus  the  Epicurean  was 
the  author  of  the  Aoyo?  oXtiOtjs,^  and  Tischendorf  him- 
self admits  the  fact,  the  two  earlier  statements,  that 
Celsus  flourished  imder  Hadrian  and  consequently  that 
he  had  long  been  dead,  fall  together,  whilst  the  subse- 
quent doubts  regarding  his  identity  not  only  stand,  but 
rise  into  assurance  at  the  close  of  the  work  in  the  final 


*  *Io^t  fxevToi  arayyeXX6fifyop  t6v  KcXcov  SXXo  avvrayfjta  fitra  tovto  ytoc^- 
(TciP,  .  •  .  .  E^  /icv  o^p  ovK  typcc^tv  vTroaxofttvos  rbp  ieimpov  Xoyov,  cv  ^  Z^pi 
apKilfrOai  tuias  rols  oiero>  irphs  rhv  \6yov  avrov  vnayoptvOiivt  /3i/3Xiotf.  £i  dc 
KOLKtivov  dp^dfAfPos  (TVPcrcXco-c,  fi7Ti;(rov,  koI  iriyi'^ov  to  (rCyypofifiOj  Iw  km  npbs 
tKilvo  ....  xmayop€v<ravT€iy  koi  ttjv  iv  iK€iv<^  ^cvdo^o^uzv  dvarp€<^iKp'  «cr.X. 
Contra  Gels.,  viii.  76. 

2  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  80,  cf.  165  \  SchoUeny  Die  alt.  Zeugnisee, 
p.  100 ;  cf.  Eiggenhach,  Die  Zeugn.  f,  d.  Ev.  Johann.,  p.  83 ;  Ueberweg^ 
Grundriss  der  Gesch.  der  Philos.  des  Alterth.,  1867,  i.  p.  237. 

'  Neaiuier,  K  G.,  i.  p.  273  f.  ;  Baur,  K  G.  d.  drei  erst  Jahrh.,  p. 
883  £.,  anm.  1 ;  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  80 ;  SchoUen,  Die  alt  Zeug- 
nisse,  p.  99  f. ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  398 ;  Mosheim,  Instit.  Hist. 
jBccles.,  P.  i.  lib.  i.  seec.  ii.  cap.  2,  §  8;  De  Bebus  Christ,  sseo.  ii.  §  19, 
note  •;  cf.  JRiggenhach,  Die  Zeugn.  f,  d.  Ev,  Johann.,  p,  83;  Keim, 
Celsus'  Wahres  Wort,  1873,  p.  275  ff. 
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request  to  Ambrosiua.'  There  can  be  no  doiibt  that 
the  first  statements  and  the  closing  paragraphs  are  con- 
tradictory, and  whilst  almost  all  critics  pronoimce  against 
the  accuracy  of  the  former,  the  inferences  from  the 
latter  retain  full  force,  confirmed  as  they  are  by  the  inter- 
mediate doubts  expressed  by  Origen  himself. 

Even  those  who,  like  Tischendorf,  in  an  arbitrary 

manner  assign  an  early  date  to  Celsus,  although  they 

do  not  support  their  conjectures  by  any  reliable  reasons 

of  their  own,  all  tacitly  set  aside  these  of    Origen.* 

It  is  generally  admitted  by  these,  with   Lardner'  and 

Michaelis,*  that  the  Epicurean  Celsus  to  whom  Origen 

was  at  one  time  disposed  to  refer  the  work  against 

Cliristiaility,   was  the  writer  of  that  name  to  whom 

Lucian,   his    friend  and   contemporary,   addressed    his 

Alexander  or  Pseudomantis,  and  who  really  wrote  against 

magic,*    as  Origen  mentiona®      But   although  on   this 

account  Lardner  assigns  to  him  the  date  of  a.i>.  176,  the 

fact  is  that  Lucian  did  not  write  his  Pseudomantis^  as 

Lardner  is  obliged  to  admit,^  until  the  reign   of  the 

Emperor  Commodus  (180 — 193),   and  even   upon   the 

*  Contra  Cela.,  viii.  76. 

>  Kirchho/er  says  that  Origen  himsolf  does  not  assign  a  date  to  the  work 
of  Celsus :  '*  but  as  he  (Celsus)  speaks  of  the  Marcionites,  he  must,  in 
any  cose,  be  set  in  the  second  half  of  the  second  century."  Quellen- 
samml.,  p.  330,  anm.  1 ;  Lardner  decides  that  Celsus  wrote  under  Marcus 
Aurelius,  and  chooses  to  date  him  a.d.  176.  Works,  viii.  p.  6.  Binder 
mann  dates  between  170—180 ;  Zeitsohr.  f.  d.  Hist.  Theol.,  1842,  H.  2, 
p.  60,  107  ff. ;  cf.  Michaelis,  Einl.  N.  B.,  1788,  i.  p.  41 ;  Anger,  Synops. 
Ev.  Prolog.,  p.  xl. ;  Riggenhach,  Die  Zeugn.  f.  d,  Ev.  Johan.,  p.  83.  Canon 
WestccU  dates  Celsus  *'  towards  the  dose  of  the  second  oentury."  On  the 
Canon,  p.  356.  Keim  in  his  very  recent  work  on  Celsus  dates  the  work 
about  A.D.  178.    Celsus*  Wahres  Wort,  1873,  p.  261  fF. 

»  Works,  viii.  p.  6.  *  Einl.  N.  B.,i.  p.  41.         »  *«;do/*aiTip,  §  21. 

•  Contra  Cels.,  i.  68 ;  Neander,  K.  G.,  i.  p.  275 ;  Baur^  K.  G.  drei  erst. 
Jahrh.,  p.  383,  aum.  1 ;  cf.  Keim,  Celsus'  Wahres  Wort,  1873,  p.  275  ff. 

t  Works,  yiii.  p.  6 ;  cf.  Bindmann,  Zeitsohr.  hist.  Thed.  1842,  H.  2, 
p.  107.  ^ 
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supposition  that  this  Celsus  wrote  against  Christianity,  of 
which  there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence,  there  would  be 
no  ground  whatever  for  dating  the  work  before  A.D.  180. 
On  the  contrary,  as  Lucian  does  not  in  any  way  refer  to 
such  a  writing  by  his  friend,  there  would  be  strong 
reason  for  assigning  the  work,  if  it  be  supposed  to  be 
written  by  him,  to  a  date  subsequent  to  the  Pseudo- 
mantis.  It  need  scarcely  be  remarked  that  the  references 
of  Celsus  to  the  Marcionites,*  and  to  the  followers  of 
Marcellina,^  only  so  far  bear  upon  the  matter  as  to 
exclude  an  early  date.^ 

It  requires  very  slight  examination  of  the  numerous 
extracts  from,  and  references  to,  the  work  which  Origen 
seeks  to  refute,  however,  to  convince  any  impartial  mind 
that  the  doubts  of  Origen  were  well  founded  as  to 
whether  Celsus  the  Epicurean  were  really  the  author  of 
the  Aoyo5  akrj6ij<:.  As  many  critics  of  aU  shaSes  of 
opinion  have  long  since  determined,  so  far  from  being  an 
Epicurean,  the  Celsus  attacked  by  Origen,  as  the  philoso- 
phical opinions  which  he  ever3nvhere  expresses  clearly 
show,  was  a  Neo-Platonist.*  Indeed,  although  Origen 
seems  to  retain  some  impression  that  his  antagonist  must 
be  an  Epicurean,  as  he  had  heard,  and  frequently  refers 
to  him  as  such,  he  does  not  point  out  Epicurean  senti- 
ments in  his  writings,  but  on  the  contrary,  not  only  calls 

»  Contra  Gels.,  v.  62,  yi.  53,  74. 

«  J6.,  V.  62. 

3  IrmcBus  B&yB  that  Marcellina  came  to  Borne  under  Anicetus  (157 — 
168)  and  made  many  followers.  Adv.  Hcer.^  i.  25,  §  6 ;  cf.  Epiphanius, 
Hser.,  xxviL  6. 

*  Neander,  K  G.,  I  p.  273  ff.,  278  f. ;  Bawr,  K  G.  drei  erst.  Jahrh.,  p. 
383  jQT.,  amn.  1 ;  Mosheim,  Instit.  Hist.  Ecdes.,  lib.  i.  sssc.  ii.  p.  i.  cap.  2, 
S  8;  De  Eebus  Christ.,  saec.  ii.  §  19,  note  *;  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprurig, 
p.  80 ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeognisse,  p.  99  ;  Davidson^  Introd.  N.  T«,  ii* 
p.  398.  Cf.  Kdm,  Celsus'  Wahres  Wort,  1873,  p.  266  f^ ;  Bindemann, 
Zeitschr.  hist.  Theol,  1842,  H.  2,  p.  62  ff.,  108  f. 
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upon  him  no  longer  to  conceal  the  school  to  which 
he  belongs  and  avow  himself  an  Epicurean,*  which  Celsus 
evidently  does  not,  but  accuses  him  of  expressing  views 
ii^consistent  with  that  philosophy,^  or  of  so  concealing 
his  Epicurean  opinions  that  it  might  be  said  that  he 
is  an  Epicurean  only  in  name.'  On  the  other  hand, 
Origen  is  clearly  surprised  to  find  that  he  quotes  so 
largely  from  the  writings,  and  shows  such  marked  leaning 
towards  the  teaching,  of  Plato,  in  which  Celsus  indeed 
finds  the  original  and  purer  form  of  many  Christian 
doctrines,*  and  Origen  is  constantly  forced  to  discuss 
Plato  in  meeting  the  arguments  of  Celsus. 

The  author  of  the  work  which  Origen  refuted,  there- 
fore, instead  of  being  an  Epicurean  as  Origen  supposed 
merely  from  there  having  been  an  Epicurean  of  the 
same  name,  was  undoubtedly  a  Neo-Platonist,  as 
Mosheim  long  ago  demonstrated,  of  the  School  of  Am- 
monius,  who  founded  the  sect  at  the  close  of  the  second 
century.^  The  promise  of  Celsus  to  write  a  second  book 
with  practical  rules  for  living  in  accordance  with  the 
philosophy  he  promulgates,  to  which  Origen  .refers  at  the 
close  of  his  work,  confirms  this  conclusion,  and  indicates 
a  new  and  recent  system  of  philosophy.^  An  Epicurean 
would  not  have  thought  of  such  a  work — it  would 
have  been  both  appropriate  and  necessary  in  connection 
with  Neo-Platonism. 

We  are,  therefore,  constrained  to  assign  the  work  of 

*  CJontra  Cels.,  iii  80,  iv.  64. 

«  Contra  Cels.,  i.  8.  *  Ih.,  iv.  64. 

*  76.,  i.  32,  iii.  63,  iv.  54,  bb,  83,  vi.  1,  6,  8,  9,  10,  12,  13,  15,  16,  17, 
18,  19,  20,  47,  vii.  28,  31,  42,  68  f.,  &c.,  &c. 

*  Inst.  Hist  Eccles.,  lib.  i.  saec.  ii.  p.  i.  cap.  2,  §  8 ;  De  Eebus  Christ., 
0«ec.  ii.  §  19,  §  27. 

*  Of.  Neander,  K  G.,  i.  p,  278. 
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Celisus  to  at  least  the  early  part  of  the  third  century, 
and  to  the  reign  of  Scptimius  Severus.  Celsus  repeatedly 
accuises  Christians,  in  it^  of  teaching  their  doctrines 
secretly  and  against  the  law,  which  seeks  them  out  and 
punishes  them  with  death,^  and  this  indicates  a  period 
of  persecution.  Lardner,  assuming  the  writer  to  be  the 
Epicurean  friend  of  Lucian,  from  this  clue  supposes  that 
the  persecution  referred  to  must  have  been  that  imder 
Marcus  Aurelius  (|  180),  and  practically  rejecting  the 
data  of  Origen  himself,  without  advancing  sufficient 
reasons  of  his  own,  dates  Celsus  A.D.  176.^  As  a  Neo- 
Platonifit,  however,  we  are  more  accurately  led  to  the 
period  of  persecution  which,  from  embers  never  wholly 
extinct  since  the  time  of  Marcus  Aurelius,  burst  into 
fierce  flame  more  especially  in  the  tenth  year  of  the 
reign  of  Severus'  (a.d.  202),  and  continued  for  many 
years  to  afflict  Christians. 

It  is  evident  that  the  dates  assigned  by  apologists  are 
wholly  arbitrary,  and  even  if  the  evidence  we  have 
produced  were  very  much  less  conclusive  than  it  is  for 
the  later  epoch,  the  total  absence  of  evidence  for  an 
earlier  date  would  completely  nullify  any  testimony 
derived  from  Celsus.  It  is  sufficient  for  us  to  add  that, 
whilst  he  refers  to  incidents  of  Gospel  history  and  quotes 
some  sa3dngs  which  have  parallels,  with  more  or  less 
of  variation,  in  our  Gospels,  Celsus  nowhere  mentions 
the  name  of  any  Christian  book,  unless  we  except  the 
Book  of  Enoch  ;*  and  he  accuses  Christians,  not  without 
reason,  of  interpolating  the  books  of  the  Sibyl,  whose 
authority,  he  states,  some  of  them  acknowledged.* 

^  Origeut  Contra  Cel9*>  i*  li  3,  7,  yiii.  69. 

«  Works,  viii.  p.  6.  »  Etmhiua,  H.  E.,  yi.  1,  2. 

*  Contra  Ctls.,  v.  54,  55.  »  2b.,  yii.  53,  50. 
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The  last  document  which  we  need  examine  in  connec- 
tion with  the  synoptic  Gospels  is  the  list  of  New  Testa- 
ment and  other  writings  held  in  consideration  by  the 
Church,  which  is  generally  called,  after  its  discoverer 
and  first  editor,  the  Canon  of  Muratori.  This  interesting 
fragment,  which  was  published  in  1740  by  Muratori  in 
his  collection  of  Italian  antiquities,^  at  one  time  belonged 
to  the  monastery  of  Bobbio,  founded  by  the  Irish  monk 
Columban,  and  was  found  by  Muratori  in  the  Ambrosian 
Library  at  Milan  in  a  MS.  containing  extracts  of  little 
interest  irom  writings  of  Eucherius,  Ambrose,  Chry- 
sostom,  and  others.  Muratori  estimated  the  age  of  the 
MS.  at  about  a  thousand  years,  but  so  far  as  we  are 
aware  no  thoroughly  competent  judge  has  since  ex- 
pressed any  opinion  upon  the  point.  The  fragment, 
which  is  defective  both  at  the  commencement  and  at 
the  end,  is  written  in  an  apologetic  tone,  and  professes  to 
give  a  list  of  the  writings  which  are  recognised  by  the 
Christian  Church.  It  is  a  document  which  has  no  official 
character,^  but  which  merely  conveys  the  private  views 
and  information  of  the  anonymous  writer,  regarding 
whom  nothing  whatever  is  known.  From  any  point  of 
view,  the  composition  is  of  a  nature  permitting  the 
widest  difierences  of  opinion.  It  is  by  some  affirmed  to 
be  a  complete  treatise  on  the  books  received  by  the 
Church,  from  which  fragments  have  been  lost;^  whilst 

1  Antiquit.  Ital.  Med.  ^yi»  iii.  p.  851  ff. 

<  Heusa,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  303  t ;  Hist  da  Canon,  p.  109;  Scholz,  £inl. 
A.  n.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  272 ;  Tregelks,  Canon  Muratorianus,  1867,  p.  1  flf. ; 
Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  186. 

•  Credner^  Gesch.  N.  T.  Eanon,  p.  143;  Volkmar,  Anhang,  p.  341  flf., 
p.  355. 
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others  consider  it  a  mere  fragment  in  itself.^  It  is 
written  in  Latin  which  by  some  is  represented  as  most 
corrupt,^  whilst  others  uphold  it  as.  most  correct^  The 
text  is  further  rendered  ahnost  unintelligible  by  every 
possible  inaccuracy  of  orthography  and  grammar,  which 
is  ascribed  diversely  to  the  transcriber,  to  the  translator, 
and  to  both.*  Indeed  such  is  the  elastic  condition  of 
the  text,  resulting  from  errors  and  obscurity  of  every 
imaginable  description,  that  by  means  of  ingenious  con- 
jectures critics  are  able  to  find  in  it  almost  any  sense 
they  desire.*  Considerable  difference  of  opinion  exists 
as  to  the  original  language  of  the  fragment,  the  greater 
number  of  critics  maintaining  that  the  composition  is  a 
translation  from  the  Greek,®  whilst  others  assert  it  to 


*  Hilgenfeld,  Dor  Kanon,  p.  39;  Mayer hoff,  Einl.  petr.  Schr.,  p. 
147;  Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  186,  note  5;  Tregelles,  Can.  Murat., 
p.  29  f. 

2  Bkek,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  640 ;  Credner,  Zur  Gesch.  d.  Kanons,  p.  72  ; 
Donalddoiif  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  205  ff. ;  Chiericke,  Beitrage 
Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  13  ;  ItetisSy  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  303  ;  Schoh,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i. 
p.  271  f. ;  TregeUes,  Can.  Murat.,  p.  6  f.,  p.  27  £ ;  Westcott,  On  tho 
Canon,  p.  185. 

'  Volkmar  considers  it  in  reality  the  reverse  of  corrupt.  After  allow- 
ing for  peculiarities  of  speech,  and  for  the  resulte  of  an  Irish-English 
pronunciation  by  the  monk  who  transcribed  it,  he  finds  the  characteristic 
original  Latin  which  is  the  old  lingua  volgata  which  in  the  Eoman  Pro- 
vinces, such  as  Africa,  &c.,  was  the  written  as  well  as  the  spoken  lan- 
guage.   Anhang  zu  Credner*8  Gesch.  N.  T.  Kanon,  p.  341  ff. 

*  CredjieVy  Zur  Gesch.  d.  Kanons,  p.  72 ;  Uilgenfeld,  Der  Kanon,  p. 
39  f.  ;  Mayerhojf,  Einl.  petr.  Schr.,  p.  147  f.  ;  Schoh,  Einl.  A.  u.  N.  T., 
i.  p.  271  f. ;  TregelleSt  Can.  Murat,  p.  2;  WestcoU,  On  the  Canon, 
p.  185. 

»  Eeuse,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  303 ;  Hist,  du  Canon,  p.  101 ;  Eichhom,  Einl. 
N.  T.,  iv.  p.  34. 

«  Bunsen,  Analecta  Ante-Nic,  1854,  i.  p.  137  f. ;  BoUicher,  Zeitschr.  f. 
d.  gesammte  luth.  Theol.  u.  Kirche,  1854,  p.  127  f. ;  Ewaldy  Gesch.  d.  V. 
Isr.,  vii.  p.  497;  cf.  p.  340,  anm.  2;  Queriche,  Gesammtgesch.  N.  T., 
p.  593,  anm. ;  Eilgenfeld,  Der  Kanon,  p.  39  f. ;  ffitg,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p. 
106 ;  Muraiori,  Antiq.  Ital.,  iii.  p.  851  ff. ;  NoUe,  Tub.  Quartalschr., 
1860,  p.  193  ff. ;  Bovih,  Eel.  Sacr.,  i.  p.  402;  Scholzy  Einl.  A.  u.  N;  T.,  i. 
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have  been  originally  written  in  Latin.  ^  Its  composition 
is  variously  attributed  to  the  Church  of  Africa^  and  to  a 
member  of  the  Church  in  Kome.' 

The  fragment  commences  with  the  concluding  portion 
of  a  sentence.  ...**'  quibus  tamen  interfuit  et  ita 
posuit" — "at  which  nevertheless  he  was  present,  and 
thus  he  placed  it."  The  MS.  then  proceeds :  "  Third 
book  of  the  Gospel  according  to  Luke.  Luke,  that  physi- 
cian, after  the  ascension  of  Christ  when  Paul  took  him 
with  him  as  studious  of  the  right,  wrote  it  in  his  name 
as  he  deemed  best  (ex  opinione) — nevertheless  he  had 
not  himself  seen  the  Lord  in  the  flesh,  and  followed  him 
according  as  he  was  able.  Thus  also  he  began  to  speak 
from  the  nativity  of  John.'*  The  text,  at  the  sense  of 
which    this    is    a    closely  approximate  guess,  though 

p.  271  f.  ;  Thiersch,  Versuch.  u.  s.  "W.,  p.  385;  Tregdles,  Can.  Murat.  p.  4; 
Simon  de  Magistris,  Daniel  sec.  Ixx.  iv.  p.  467 ;  Volkmar,  Der  Uraprung, 
p.  28  ;  WestcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  186  ;  of.  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and 
Doctr.,  iii.  p.  204,  p.  210  f. 

>  Bleek,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  640 ;  Oredner,  Zur.  Gesch.d.  Kanons,  p.  93 ; 
Gesch.  N.  T.  Kanon,  p.  144;  FreindalleTy  Apud  Routh,  Eel.  Sacr.,  i, 
p.  401  f.  ;  UessCy  Das  Murat.  Fragment,  1873,  p.  25  ff. ;  Laurent,  Neutest. 
Stud.,  1866,  p.  198  f. ;  Matjerhoff,  Einl.  petr.  Schr.,  p.  147 ;  Reuss,  Gesch. 
N.  T.,  p.  305 ;  8tosch,  Comm.  Hist.  Crit.  de  Libr.  N.  T.  Can.,  1755, 
§§  Ixi.  f. ;  cf.  Donaldscni,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  210  f.  If  the 
fragment,  as  there  is  good  reason  to  believe,  was  originally  written  in 
Latin,  it  furnishes  evidence  that  it  was  not  written  till  the  third  century. 
Canon  Westcott,  who  concludes  from  the  order  of  the  Gospels,  &c.,  that 
it  was  not  written  in  Africa,  admits  that :  *^  There  is  no  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  Christian  Latin  Literature  out  of  Africa  till  about  the  dose  of 
the  second  century." 

«  Credner,  Gesch.  N.  T.  Kanon,  p.  141  ff.,  p.  168  ff. ;  Donaldson,  Hist. 
Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.  iii.  p.  211 ;  Reuse,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  303;  Hist,  du 
Canon,  p.  109;  cf.  Volkmar,  Anhang  zu  Credner's  Gesch.  N.  T.  Kan., 
p.  341  f.  * 

'  Chuericke,  Beitrage  N.  T.,  1828,  p.  7 ;  Hilgenfeld,  Der  Kanon,  p. 
39;  Meyer,  H'buch  Hebraerbr.,  1867,  p.  7;  Reithmayr,  Einl.  Can. 
B.  N.  B.,  p.  65 ;  Scholz,  Einl.  A.  u.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  271 ;  Tischendor/,  Wann 
wnrden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  9;  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  27  f. ;  cf.  Anh.  z. 
Credner^s  Gesch.  N.  T.  Kan.,  p.  341  f. ;  Wcjtcott,  On  the  Oanon,  p.  186. 
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several  other  interpretations  might  be  maintained,  is  as 
follows :  Tertio  evangelii  librum  secundo  Lucan  Lucas 
iste  medicus  post  ascensum  Christi  cum  eo  Paulus  quasi 
ut  juris  studiosum  secundum  adsumsisset  numeni  suo 
ex  opinione  concribset  domiuum  tamen  nee  ipse  vidit 
in  came  et  idem  prout  asequi  potuit  ita  et  ad  nativitate 
Johannis  incipet  dicere. 

The  MS.  goes  on  to  speak  in  more  intelligible  lan- 
guage "of  the  fourth  of  the  Gospels  of  John,  one 
of  the  disciples."  (Quarti  evangeliorum  Johannis  ex 
decipolis)  regarding  the  composition  of  which  the  writer 
relates  a  legend,  which  we  shall  quote  when  we  come 
to  deal  with  that  Gospel.  The  fragment  then  goes 
on  to  mention  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles, — which  is 
ascribed  to  Luke — ^thirteen  epistles  of  Paul  in  pecu- 
liar order,  and  it  then  refers  to  an  Epistle  to  the 
Laodiceans  and  another  to  the  Alexandrians,  forged,  in 
the  name  of  Paul,  after  the  heresy  of  Marcion,  "  and 
many  others  which  cannot  be  received  by  the  Catholic 
Church,  as  gall  must  not  be  mixed  with  vinegar."  The 
Epistle  to  the  Ephesians  bore  the  name  of  Epistle  to 
the  Laodiceans  in  the  list  of  Marcion,  and  this  may  be 
a  reference  to  it*  The  Epistle  to  the  Alexandrians  is 
generally  identified  with  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,^ 
although  some  critics  think  this  doubtful,  or  deny  the 
fact,  and  consider  both  Epistles  referred  to  pseudographs 

'  Eilgenfeld,  Der  Kanon,  p.  42  ;  Scholtm,  Die  alt.  Zeugniase,  p.  129  ; 
WestcoU,  On  the  Canon,  p.  190,  note  1 ;  cf.  Schnekenhurger^  Beitr.  Einl. 
N.  T.  1832,  p.  153  ff. ;  T&rtullian,  Adv.  Marc,  v.  11,  17.  It  will  be 
remembered  that  reference  is  made  in  the  Epist.  to  the  Colossians  to  an 
Epistle  to  the  Laodiceans  which  is  lost.     Col.  iy.  16. 

«  EUgenfeldy  Der  Kanon,  p.  42 ;  Kmixn,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1864,  p.  416 ; 
Scholten,  Die  alt  Zeugniase,  p..  129;  Wiesder,  Th.  Stud.  u.  Krit.,  1847, 
p.  840,  1857,  p.  97  f.,  and  so  also,  JEickhom,  Hug,  Miinskr,  Credner,  Volk^ 
maty  ScJUeiermacJierf  Semler,  &c,,  <fec. 
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attributed  to  the  Apostle  Paul.^  The  Epistle  of  Jucle, 
and  two  (the  second  and  third)  Epistles  of  John  are, 
with  some  tone  of  doubt,  mentioned  amongst  the  received 
books,  and  so  is  the  Book  of  Wisdom.  The  Apocalypses 
of  John  and  of  Peter  only  are  received,  but  some  object 
to  the  latter  being  read  in  church. 

The  Epistle  of  James,  both  Epistles  of  Peter,  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  (which  is  probably  indicated  as 
the  Epistle  to  the  Alexandrians),  and  the  first  Epistle  of 
John  are  omitted  altogether,  with  the  exception  of  a 
quotation  which  is  supposed  to  be  from  the  last-named 
Epistle,  to  which  we  shall  hereafter  refer.  Special 
reference  is  made  to  the  Pastor  of  Hennas,  which  we 
shall  presently  discuss,  regarding  which  the  writer 
expresses  his  opinion  that  it  should  be  read  privately 
but  not  publicly  in  the  church,  as  it  can  neither  be 
classed  amongst  the  prophets  nor  among  the  apostles. 
The  fragment  concludes  with  the  rejection  of  the  writings 
of  several  heretics.^ 

It  is  inferred  that,  in  the  missing  commencement  of 
the  fragment,  the  first  two  Synoptics  must  have  been 
mentioned.  This,  however,  cannot  be  ascertained,  and  so 
far  as  these  Gospels  are  concerned,  therefore,  the  "Canon 
of  Muratori"  furnishes  no  evidence  stronger  than  mere 
conjecture.  The  statement  regarding  the  third  Synoptic 
merely  proves  the  existence  of  that  Gospel  at  the  time 
the  fragment  was   composed,   and   we   shall  presently 

>  Quericke,  BeitrSige,  N.  T.,  p.  7  f. ;  Thiersch,  Versuch,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  385; 
Westcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  190,  note  1. 

*  The  text  of  the  fragment  may  be  found  in  the  followiDg  amongst 
many  other  books,  of  which  we  only  mention  some  of  the  more  accessible. 
Credner,  Zur  Gesch.  d.  Kanons,  p.  73  ff. ;  Gesh.  N.  T.  Kanon,  p.  163  ff. ; 
Hilgen/eld,  Der  Kanon,  p.  40  ff. ;  Eouth,  Eeliq.  Sacr.,  i.  p.  394  ff. ;  Kirch^ 
hofeTf  Quellensamml.,  p.  1  ff.  ;  Tregdles,  Canon  Murat.,  p.  17  ff. ;  Bunsen, 
Analecta  Ante-Nic,  i.  p.  12o  ff.  ;  Westcott,  On  the  Canon,  p.  467  ff 

•  VOL.  n.  K     ^^^1^ 
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endeavour  to  form  some  idea  of  that  date,  but  beyond 
this  fact  the  information  given  anything  but  tends  to 
establish  the  unusual  credibility  claimed  for  the  Gospels. 
It  is  declared  by  the  fragment,  as  we  have  seen,  that  the 
third  Synoptic  was  written  by  Luke,  who  had  not 
himself  seen  the  Lord,  but  narrated  the  history  as  best 
he  was  able.  It  is  worthy  of  remark,  moreover,  that 
even  the  Apostle  Paul,  who  took  Luke  with  him  after  the 
ascension,  had  not  been  a  follower  of  Jesus  either,  nor 
had  seen  him  in  the  flesh,  and  certainly  he  did  not,  by 
the  showing  of  his  own  Epistles,  associate  much  with 
the  other  Apostles,  so  that  Luke  could  not  have  had 
much  opportunity  while  with  him  of  acquiring  from 
them  any  intimate  knowledge  of  the  events  of  Gospel 
history.  It  is  undeniable  that  the  third  Synoptic  is  not 
the  narrative  of  an  eye-witness,  and  the  occurrences 
which  it  records  did  not  take  place  in  the  presence,  or 
within  the  personal  knowledge,  of  the  writer,  but  were 
derived  from  tradition,  or  other  written  sources.  Such 
testimony,  therefore,  could  not  in  any  case  be  of  much 
service  to  our  third  Synoptic  ;  but  when  we  consider 
the  uncertainty  of  the  date  at  which  the  fragment 
was  composed,  and  the  certainty  that  it  could  not 
have  been  written  at  an  early  period,  it  will  become 
apparent  that  the  value  of  the  evidence  is  reduced  to  a 
minimum. 

We  have  already  incidentally  mentioned  that  the 
writer  of  this  fragment  is  totally  unknown,  nor  does 
there  exist  any  clue  by  which  he  can  be  identified.  All 
the  critics  who  liave  assigned  an  early  date  to  the  com- 
position of  the  fragment  have  based  their  conclusion, 
almost  solely,  upon  one  statement  made  by  the  Author 
regarding  the  Pastor  of  Hermas.     He  says :  *'  Hennas  in 
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truth  composed  the  Pastor  very  recently  in  our  times  in 
the  city  of  Rome,  the  Bishop  Pius  his  brother,  sitting  in 
the  chair  of  the  church  of  the  city  of  Rome.  And 
certainly  it  should  be  read,  but  it  c>annot  be  published 
in  the  church  to  the  people,  neither  being  among  the 
prophets,  whose  number,  is  complete,  nor  amongst  the 
apostles  in  the  end  of  time/' 

"  Pastorem  vero  nuperrime  temporibus  nostris  in  urbe 
Roma  Henna  conscripsit  sedente  cathedra  urbis  Romse 
ecclesiae  Pio  episcopus  fratre  ejus  et  ideo  legi  eum 
quidem  oportet  se  publicare  vero  in  ecclesia  populo 
neque  inter  prophetas  completum  numero  neque  inter 
apostolos  in  fine  temporum  potest."  ^ 

Muratori,  the  discoverer  of  the  MS.,  conjectured  for 
various  reasons,  which  need  not  be  here  detailed,  that 
the  fragment  was  written  by  Caius  the  Roman  Presbyter, 
who  flourished  at  the  end  of  the  second  (c.  a.d.  196)  and 
beginning  of  the  third  century,  and  in  this  he  was  fol- 
lowed by  a  few  others.^  The  great  mass  of  critics, 
however,  have  rejected  this  conjecture,  as  they  have 
likewise  negatived  the  fanciful  ascription  of  the  compo- 
sition by  Simon  de  Magistris  to  Papias  of  Hierapolis,^ 
and  by  Bunsen  to  Hegesippus.*  Such  attempts  to  identify 
the  unknown  author  are  obviously  mere  speculation,  and 
it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that,  had  Papias,  Hegesippus, 
or  any  other  well-known  writer  of  the  same  period  com- 
posed such  a  list,  Eusebius  could  have  failed  to  refer  to 

^  With  ihe  exception  of  a  few  trifling  alterations  we  give  these  quota- 
tions as  they  stand  in  the  MS. 

«  Antiq.  Ital.,  iii.  p.  854  ff. ;  Gallandi,  Bibl.  Vet.  Patr.,  1788,  ii.  p. 
xxxiii. ;  Freindaller,  apud  Boutk,  Eel.  Sacr.,  i.  p.  401 ;  cf.  He/ele,  Patr. 
Ap.  Prolog,  p.  Ixiii. 

»  Daniel  secundum  LXX.  1772 ;  Dissert.,  iv.  p.  467  ff. 

<  Analecta  Ante-Nic,  1864,  i.  p.  125 ;  Hippolytus  and  his  Age,  i.  p. 
314. 
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it,  as  SO  immediately  relevant  to  the  purpose  of  his  work. 
Thiersch  even  expressed  a  suspicion  that  the  fragment 
was  a  literary  mystification  on  the  part  of  Muratori 
himself.^ 

The  mass  of  critics,  with  very  little  independent  con- 
sideration, have  taken  literally  the  statement  of  the 
author  regarding  the  composition  of  the  Pastor  "very 
recently  in  our  times"  (nuperrime  temporibus  nostris), 
during  the  Episcopate  of  Pius  (a.d.  142 — 157),  and  have 
concluded  the  fragment  to  have  been  written  towards 
the  end  of  the  second  century.^  We  need  scarcely  say 
that  a  few  writers  would  date  it  even  earlier.^  On  the 
other  hand,  and  we  consider  with  reason,  many  critics, 
including  men  who  will  not  be  accused  of  opposition  to 
an  early  Canon,  assign  the  composition  to  a  later  period, 

*  Versuch,  u.  8.  w.,  p.  387. 

«  Bleeky  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  640;  Einl.  z.Hebraerbr.,p.  121,  anm. ;  Credner, 
Zur  Gesch.  d.  Kan.,  p.  84,  p.  92  f.,  Gesch.  N.  T.  Kanon,  p.  167;  Corrodi, 
Versuch  ein.  Beleucht.  d.  Gesch.  jiid.  u.  chr.  Bibel-Kanons,  1792,  ii.  p. 
219  f. ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  7 ;  FeUmoser,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  203, 
anm. ;  Ouerickey  Gesammtgesch.  N.  T.,  p.  587  f. ;  Beitrage  N.  T.,  p.  7 ; 
Hil^enfeldy  Der  Canon,  p.  39;  Lumper ,  Hist,  de  Vita,  Script.,  &c.,  SS. 
Patr.,  vii.  1790;  p.  26  ff.;  Lucke,  Einl.  Offenb.  Job.,  1852,  ii.  p.  695; 
Moeheim,  De  Bebus  Christ.,  p.  164  flf. ;  3feycr,  Krit.,  ex.  H'buch.  ub.  d. 
Hebraerbr.,  1867,  p.  7  ;  OUhamen,  Echth.  d.  vier  kan.  Ew.,  p.  281  ff. ; 
Reuse,  Gesch.  N.  T.,  p.  303,  p.  305;  Hist,  du  Canon,  p.  108;  Reithmayr, 
Einl.  N.  B.,  p.  65,  anm.  1 ;  Routh,  Eeliq.  Sacr.,  i.  p.  397  ff. ;  Chr.  F. 
Schmidy  Unters.  Offenb.  Joh.,  u.  s.  w.,  1771,  p.  101  ff. ;  Hist.  Antiq.  et 
Vindic.  Canonis,  1775,  p.  308  f. ;  Schrdckh,  Chr.  K.  G.,  iii.  1777,  p. 
426  ff. ;  Stoschy  Comment.  Hist.  Crit.  de  libris  N.  T.  Can.,  1755,  §§  Ixi.  ff. ; 
Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  127 ;  Scholzy  Einl.  A.  u.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  272 ; 
Thiersch  (if  not  spurious),  Versuch,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  384  f.,  cf.  315;  Volkmary 
(a.d.  190—200)  Anh.  zu  Credner's  Gesch.  N.  T.  Kan.,  p.  359 ;  Wieseler, 
Th.  Stud.  u.  Krit.,  1847,  p.  815  ff. 

■  Hesse  (before  Irenseus,  Clement  Al. ,  and  Tertullian),  Das  Muratori  *8che 
Fragment,  1873,  p.  48 ;  EwaJd  (in  late  middle  of  2nd  century),  Gesch.  d. 
V.  Isr.,  Tii.  p.  497 ;  Tischendorf  {a,t>.  160—170),  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w., 
p.  9;  Tregelles  (c.  A.D.  170),  Canon  Murat.,  p.  1  f.,  p.  4,  note  c. ;  WestcoU 
(not  much  later  than  a.d.  170),  On  the  Canon,  p.  185 ;  Zauren^  (c.  a.d. 
160),  Neutest,  Studien,  p.  198. 
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between  the  end  of  the  second  or  beginning  of  the  third 
century  and  the  fourth  century.^ 

When  we  examine  the  ground  upon  which  alone  an 
early  date  can  be  supported,  it  becomes  apparent  how 
impossible  it  is  to  defend  it.  The  only  argument  of  any 
weight  is  the  statement  with  regard  to  the  composition 
of  the  Pastor,  but  with  the  exception  of  the  few  apolo- 
gists who  do  not  hesitate  to  assign  a  date  totally  incon- 
sistent with  the  state  of  the  Canon  described  in  the 
fragment,  the  great  majority  of  critics  feel  that  they  are 
forced  to  place  the  composition  at  least  towards  the  end 
of  the  second  century,  at  a  period  when  the  statement  in 
the  composition  may  agree  with  the  actual  opinions  in 
the  Church,  and  yet  in  a  sufficient  degree  accord  with 
the  expression  "  very  recently  in  our  times,''  as  applied 
to  the  period  of  Pius  of  Kome,  142 — 157.  It  must  be 
evident  that,  taken  literally,  a  very  arbitrary  interpreta- 
tion is  given  to  this  indication,  and  in  supposing  that 
the  writer  may  have  appropriately  used  the  phrase  thirty 
or  forty  years  after  the  time  of  Pius,  so  much  licence  is 
taken  that  there  is  absolutely  no  reason  why  a  still 
greater  interval  may  not  be  allowed.  With  this  sole 
exception,  there  is  not  a  single  word  or  statement  in 
the.  fragment  which  would  oppose  our  assigning  the 
composition  to  a  late  period  of  the  third  century. 
Volkmar  has  very  justly  pointed  out,  however,  that  in 
saying  "very  recently  in  our  times"  the  writer  merely 

^  Donaldson  (end  of  first  half  of  3rd  century),  Hist.  Ohr.  Lit.  and  Doctr., 
iii.  p.  212;  Hug  (beginning  3rd  century),  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  105  f. ;  end 
of  2nd,  or  beginning  of  3rd  century  :  Mayerhoff,  Einl.  petr.  Schr.,  p. 
147  ;  Keil  ad  Fabric,  Bibl.  Greece,  vii.  1801,  p.  285;  Etchhrm,  Einl. 
N.  T.,  iv.  p.  34 ;  Tayler,  The  Fourth  Gospel,  1867,  p.  38;  Zimmermann^ 
Diss.  Grit.  Script.,  &c.  &c.,  a  Murat.  rep.  exhib.,  1805,  and  to  these  may 
be  added  all  those  who  assign  the  fi'agnient  to  Cains. 
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intended  to  distinguish  the  Pastor  of  Hennas  from  the 
writings  of  the  Prophets  and  Apostles :  It  cannot  be 
classed  amongst  the  Prophets  whose  number  is  com- 
plete, nor  amongst  the  Apostles,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
only  written  in  our  post-apostolic  time.  This  is  an  ac- 
curate interpretation  of  the  expression,*  which  might 
with  perfect  propriety  be  used  a  century  after  the  time 
of  Pius.  We  have  seen  that  there  has  not  appeared  a 
single  trace  of  any  Canon  in  the  writings  of  any  of  the 
Fathers  whom  we  have  examined,  and  that  the  Old 
Testament  has  been  the  only  Holy  Scripture  they  have 
acknowledged ;  and  it  is  inadmissible  to  date  this  anony- 
mous fragment,  regarding  which  we  know  nothing, 
earlier  than  the  very  end  of  the  second  or  beginning  of 
the  third  century,  upon  the  interpretation  of  a  phrase 
which  would  be  equally  applicable  even  a  century  later. 
There  is,  however,  as  we  have  said,  nothing  whatever 
requiring  so  early  a  date  as  that,  and  it  is  probable  that 
the  fragment  was  not  written  until  an  advanced  period  of 
the  third  century.^  The  expression  used  with  regard  to 
Pius :  "  Sitting  in  the  chair  of  the  church,"  is  quite 
unprecedented  in  the  second  century  or  until  a  very 
much  later  date.'  It  is  argued  that  the  fragment  is 
imperfect,  and  that  sentences  have  fallen  out ;  and  in 
regard  to  this,  and  to  the  assertion  that  it  is  a  transla- 

*  Vdkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  28  ;  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  andDoctr., 
iii.  p.  212;  Lomann,  Bydragen  ter  Inleid.  op  de  Joh.  Schr.,  p.  29; 
Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  127. 

'  If  the  fragment,  as  there  is  good  reason  to  belieye,  was  originally 
written  in  Latin,  this  fact,  we  repeat,  would  point  to  the  conolnsion  that 
it  was  composed  in  the  third  century.  Dr.  Westoott,  who  with  so  many 
others  considers  that  it  emanates  from  the  Koman  Church,  himself  says 
as  an  argument  for  a  Greek  original:  **  There  is  no  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  Christian  Latin  Literature  out  of  Africa  tiU  about  the  dose 
of  the  second  century.**    On  the  Canon,  p.  188,  note  1. 

•  Dontddson,  Hiet.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  212. 
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tion  from  the  Greek,  it  has  been  well  remarked  by  a 
writer  whose  judgment  on  the  point  will  scarcely  be 
called  prejudiced  :  "  If  it  is  thus  mutilated,  why  might 
it  not  also  be  interpolated  ?  If  moreover  the  translator 
was  so  ignorant  of  Latin,  can  we  trust  his  translation  ? 
and  what  guarantee  have  we  that  he  has  not  paraphrased 
and  expanded  the  original  ?  The  force  of  these  remarks 
is  peculiarly  felt  in  dealing  with  the  paragraph  which 
gives  the  date.  The  Pastor  of  Hermas  was  not  well 
known  to  the  Western  Church,  and  it  was  not  highly 
esteemed.  It  was  regarded  as  inspired  by  the  Eastern, 
and  read  in  the  Eastern  Churches.  We  have  seen, 
moreover,  that  it  was  extremely  unlikely  that  Hermas 
was  a  real  personage.  It  would  be,  therefore,  far  more 
probable  that  we  have  here  an  ihterpolation,  or  addition 
by  a  member  of  the  Koman  or  African  Church,  probably 
by  the  translator,  made  expressly  for  the  purpose  of 
serving  as  proof  that  the  Pastor  of  Hermas  was  not 
inspired.  The  paragraph  itself  bears  unquestionable 
mark  of  tampering,''  *  &c* 

It  would  take  us  too  far  were  we  to  discuss  the  various 
statements  of  the  fragment  as  indications  of  date,  and 
the  matter  is  not  of  sufficient  importance*  It  contains 
nothing  involving  an  earlier  date  than  the  third  century. 
The  facts  of  the  case  may  be  briefly  summed  up  as 
follows,  so  far  as  our  object  is  concerned.  The  third 
Synoptic  is  mentioned  by  a  totally  unknown  writer,  at 
an  unknown,  but  certainly  not  early,  date,  in  all  proba- 
bility during  the  third  century,  in  a  fragment  which  we 
possess  in  a  very  corrupt  version  very  far  from  free  from 
suspicion  of  interpolation  in  the  precise  part  from  which 
the  early  date  is  inferred.     The  Gospel  is  attributed  to 

*  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iiL  p.  209. 
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Luke,  who  was  not  one  of  the  followers  of  Jesus,  and  of 
whom  it  is  expressly  said  that  "  he  himself  had  not  seen 
the  Lord  in  the  flesh,"  but  wrote  "  as  he  deemed  best  (ex 
opinione),"  and  followed  his  history  as  he  was  able  (et 
idem  prout  assequi  potuit).^  If  the  evidence,  therefore, 
even  came  within  our  limits  as  to  date,  which  it  does  not, 
it  could  be  of  no  value  for  establishing  the  trustworthi- 
ness and  absolute  accuracy  of  the  narrative  of  the  third 
Synoptic,  but  on  the  contrary  it  would  distinctly  tend  to 
destroy  its  evidence,  as  the  composition  of  one  who 
undeniably  was  not  an  eye-witness  of  the  miracles 
reported,  but  collected  the  materials,  long  after,  as  best 
he  could.  ^ 

4. 

We  may  now  briefly  sum  up  the  results  of  our  exami- 
nation of  the  evidence  for  the  synoptic  Gospela  After 
having  exhausted  the  literature  and  the  testimony 
bearing  on  the  point,  we  have  not  found  a  single  distinct 
trace  of  any  one  of  those  Gospels  during  the  first  century 
and  a  half  after  the  death  of  Jesus.  Only  once  during 
the  whole  of  that  period  do  we  find  any  tradition  even, 
that  any  one  of  our  Evangelists  composed  a  Grospel  at 
all,  and  that  tradition,  so  far  from  favouring  our  Synop- 
tics, is  fatal  to  the  claims  of  the  first  and  second.   Papias, 

>  The  passage  is  freely  rendered  thus  by  Caiion  Westcott :  **  The  Gospel 
of  St.  Luke,  it  is  then  said,  stands  thii-d  in  order  [in  the  Canon],  having 
been  written  by  *  Luke  the  physician,*  the  companion  of  St.  Paul,  who 
not  being  himself  an  eye-witness,  based  his  narrative  on  such  information 
as  he  could  obtain,  beginning  from  the  birth  of  John."  On  the  Canon 
p.  187. 

*  We  do  not  propose  to  consider  the  Ophites  and  Peratici,  obscure 
Gnostic  sects  towards  the  end  of  the  second  century.  There  is  no  direct 
evidence  regarding  them,  and  the  testimony  of  writers  in  the  third 
century,  like  Hippolytus,  is  of  no  value  for  the  Gospels. 
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about  the  middle  of  the  second  century,  on  the  occasion 
to  which  we  refer,  records  that  Matthew  composed  the 
Discourses  of  the  Lord  in  the  Hebrew  tongue,  a  state- 
ment which  totally  excludes  the  claim  of  our  Greek 
Gospel  to  apostolic  origin.  Mark,  he  said,  wrote  down 
from  the  casual  preaching  of  Peter  the  sayings  and  doings 
of  Jesus,  but  without  orderly  arrangement,  as  he  was  not 
himself  a  follower  of  the  Master,  and  merely  recorded 
what  fell  from  the  Apostle.  This  description,  likewise, 
shows  that  our  actual  second  Gospel  could  not,  in  its 
present  form,  have  been  the  work  of  Mark.  There  is  no 
other  reference  during  the  period  to  any  writing  of 
Matthew  or  Mark,  and  no  mention  at  all  of  any  work 
ascribed  to  Luke.  If  it  be  considered  that  there  is  any 
connection  between  Marcion's  Gospel  and  our  third 
Synoptic,  any  evidence  so  derived  is  of  an  unfavourable 
character  for  that  Gospel,  as  it  involves  a  charge  against 
it,  of  being  interpolated  and  debased  by  Jewish  elements. 
Any  argument  for  the  mere  existence  of  our  Synoptics 
based  upon  their  supposed  rejection  by  heretical  leaders 
and  sects  has  the  inevitable  disadvantage,  that  the  very 
testimony  which  would  show  their  existence  would 
oppose  their  authenticity.  There  is  no  evidence  of  their 
use  by  heretical  leaders,  however,'and  no  direct  reference 
to  them  by  any  writer,  heretical  or  orthodox,  whom  we 
have  examined.  We  need  scarcely  add  that  no  reason 
whatever  has  been  shown  for  accepting  the  testimony  of 
these  Gospels  as  sufficient  to  establish  the  reality  of 
miracles  and  of  a  direct  Divine  Eevelation.*  It  is  not 
pretended  that  more  than  one  of  the  synoptic  Gospels 

'  A  comparison  of  the  contents  of  the  three  Synoptics  would  have  con- 
firmed this  conclusion,  but  this  is  not  at  present  necessary,  and  we  must 
hasten  on. 
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was  written  by  an  eye-witness  of  the  miraculous  occur- 
rences reported,  and  whilst  no  evidence  has  been,  or  can 
be,  produced  even  of  the  historical  accuracy  of  the  narra- 
tives, no  testimony  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  inferences 
jfrom  the  external  phenomena  exists,  or  is  now  even  con- 
ceivable. The  discrepancy  between  the  amount  of  evi- 
dence required  and  that  which  is  forthcoming,  however, 
is  greater  than  under  the  circumstances  could  have  been 
thought  possible. 
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PAET  III. 


THE  FOURTH  GOSPEL. 


CHAPTER  I. 

THE   EXTERNAL  EVIDENCE. 

We  shall  now  examine,  in  the  same  order,  the  wit- 
nesses already  cited  in  connection  with  the  Synoptics, 
and  ascertain  what  evidence  they  furnish  for  the  date 
and  authencity  of  the  fourth  Gospel 

Apologists  do  not  even  allege  that  there  is  any 
reference  to  the  fourth  Gt)spel  in  the  so-called  Epistle 
of  Clement  of  Rome  to  the  Corinthians.^ 

A  few  critics^  pretend  to  find  a  trace  of  it  in  the  Epistle 
of  Barnabas,  in  the  reference  to  the  brazen  Serpent  as  a 
type  of  Jesus.     Tischendorf  states  the  case  as  follows  : — 

^  Canon  Westcott,  howeyer,  cannot  resist  the  temptation  to  press 
Clement  into  service.  He  says :  **  In  other  passages  it  is  possible  to  trace 
the  influence  of  St.  John,  *  The  blood  of  Chiist  hath  gained  for  the  whole 
world  the  offer  of  the  grace  of  repentance.*  *  Through  "Him  we  look 
steadfastly  on  the  heights  of  heaven ;  through  Him  we  view  as  in  a  glass 
{€v<mTpi(6fji(6a)  His  spotless  and  most  excellent  visage ;  through  Him  the 
eyes  of  our  heart  were  opened  ;  through  Him  our  dull  and  darkened  un- 
derstanding is  quickened  with  new  vigour  on  turning  to  his  marvellous 
light.'  **  He  does  not  indicate  more  clearly  the  nature  and  marks  of  the 
*' influence"  to  which  he  refers.  As  he  also  asserts  that  the  Epistle 
"  affirms  the  teaching  of  St.  Paul  and  St.  James,"  and  that  the  Epistle  to 
the  Hebrews  is  *'  wholly  transfused  into  Clement's  mind,"  such  an  argu- 
ment does  not  require  a  single  remark.     On  the  Canon,  p.  23  f. 

'  Laidner,  Canon  Westcott,  and  others  do  not  refer  to  it  at  all. 
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"  And  when  in  the  same  chapter  xii  it  is  shown  how 
Moses  made  the  brazen  serpent  a  type  of  Jesus  *  who 
should  suffer  (die)  and  yet  himself  make  living/  the 
natural  inference  is  that  Barnabas  refers  to  John  iii.  14,  f. 
even  if  the  use  of  this  passage  in  particular  cannot  be 
proved.  Although  this  connection  cannot  be  aflSinned, 
since  the  author  of  the  Epistle,  in  this  passage  as  in  many 
others,  may  be  independent,  yet  it  is  justifiable  to  ascribe 
the  greatest  probability  to  its  dependence  on  the  passage 
in  John,  as  the  tendency  of  the  Epistle  in  no  way  re- 
quired a  particular  leaning  to  the  expression  of  John. 
The  disproportionately  more  abundant  use  of  express 
quotations  from  the  Old  Testament  in  Barnabas  is,  on 
the  contrary,  connected  most  intimately  with  the  ten- 
dency of  his  whole  composition.''  ^ 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  suggestion  of  reference  to 
the  fourth  Gospel  is  here  advanced  in  a  very  hesitating 
way,  and  does  not  indeed  go  beyond  an  assertion  of 
probability.  We  might,  therefore,  well  leave  the  matter 
without  further  notice,  as  the  reference  in  no  case  could 
be  of  any  weight  as  evidence.  On  examination  of  the 
context,  however,  we  find  that  there  is  every  reason  to 
conclude  that  the  reference  to  the  brazen  serpent  is  made 
direct  to  the  Old  Testament.  The  author  who  delights 
in  tj^pology  is  bent  upon  showing  that  the  cross  is  pre- 
figured in  the  Old  Testament.  He  gives  a  number  of 
instances,  involving  the  necessity  for  a  display  of  ridicu- 
lous ingenuity  of  explanation,  which  should  prepare  us 
to  find  the  comparatively  simple  type  of  the  brazen 
serpent  naturally  selected.  After  pointing  out  that 
Moses,  with  his  arms  stretched  out  in  prayer  that  the 
Israelites  might  prevail  in  the  fight,  was  a  type  of  the 

*  Wann  wuiden,  u.  s.  w.,  ^  f. 
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cross,  he  goes  on  to  say :  *'  Again  Moses  made  a  type  of 
Jesus  that  he  must  suffer  and  himself  make  alive  {kol 
avTos  C<^o7ronj(r€i)  whom  they  thought  to  have  destroyed 
on  the  cross  when  Israel  was  falling  ; "  ^  and  connecting 
the  circumstance  that  the  people  were  bit  by  serpents 
and  died  with  the  transgression  of  Eve  by  means  of  the 
serpent,  he  goes  on  to  narrate  minutely  the  story  of  Moses 
and  the  brazen  serpent,  and  then  winds  up  with  the 
words  :  *'  Thou  hast  in  this  the  glory  of  Jesus  ;  that  in 
him  are  all  things  and  for  him."^  It  is  impossible  for  any 
one  to  read  the  whole  passage  without  seeing  that  the 
reference  is  direct  to  the  Old  Testament.^  There  is  no 
ground  for  supposing  that  the  author  was  acquainted 
with  the  fourth  Gospel. 

To  the  Pastor  of  Hermas  Tischendorf  devotes  only  two 
lines,  in  which  he  states  that  "  it  has  neither  quotations 
from  the  Old  nor  from  the  New  Testament/'*  Canon 
Westcott  makes  the  same  statement,*  but,  unlike  the 
German  apologist,  he  proceeds  subsequently  to  affirm  that 
Hermas  makes  "  clear  allusions  to  St.  John ; ''  which  few 

*  Hakw  Mcovo^r  7rot€t  rvnov  rov  'liycroC,  art  bti  avrbv  TraBeiv,  tuii  avrbs 
^a>o7roi^<r((,  hv  b6^ova'iv  airdkoaX€K€vai  iv  aTjfi€i<j^f  mirrovros  rov  ^ItrparjK,     Oh  xii, 

*  ^E^^tr  irdXiv  koi  iv  tovtms  rrfv  Bo^av  rov  *Ij;(rov,  art  cV  avr^  irdvra  Koi  €ls 
a\rr6v.    Ch.  xii. ;  cf.  Heb.  ii.  10 ;  Eom.  xi.  36. 

'  Scholteny  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  14  :  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  66  ff. ; 
MUller,  Das  Bamabasbr.,  p.  281 ;  Hilgenfeldt  Die  ap.  Vater,  p.  60,  anm. 
8;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1850,  p.  396;  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1868,  p.  215; 
Scholten  rightly  points  out  that  the  distinguishing  xnlrova-Bcu  of  the 
fourth  Gospel  is  totally  lacking  in  the  Epistle.  Die  alt.  Zeugn.,  p.  14. 
The  brazen  serpent  is  also  referred  to  in  the  Wisdom  of  Solomon,  xvi. 
5,  6,  and  by  Philo,  Leg.  AUeg.,  ii.  §  20  ;  De  Agricultura,  §  22 ;  cf.  Volk- 
mar,  Der  Urspi-ung,  p.  67  f. ;  Tohlery  2feitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1860,  p.  190  f, 
Justin  Martyr  also  refers  to  the  type  of  the  brazen  serpent  without  any 
connection  with  the  fourth  Gospel,  Dial.,  91,  94. 

*  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  20,  anm.  1 ;  Lucke  makes  no  claim  to  its 
testimony,  the  analogies  being  **  too  slight  and  distant."  Comment.  Ev. 
Joh.,  1840,  i.  p.  44,  anm.  2. 

*  On  the  Canon,  p.  175. 
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or  no  apologists  support.     This  assertion  he  elaborates 
and  illustrates  as  follows : — 

*'  The  view  which  Hermas  gives  of  Christ's  nature  and 
work  is  no  less  harmonious  with  apostolic  doctrine,  and 
it  offers  striking  analogies  to  the  Gospel  of  St  John. 
Not  only  did  the  Son  '  appoint  angels  to  preserve  each  of 
those  whom  the  Father  gave  to  him ; '  but '  He  himself 
toiled  very  much  and  suffered  very  much  to  cleanse  our 
sins.  .  .  .  And  so  when  he  himself  had  cleansed  the 
sins  of  the  people,  he  showed  them  the  paths  of  life  by 
giving  them  the  Law  which  he  received  from  his 
Father.'*  He  is  '  a  Rock  higher  than  the  mountains,  able 
to  hold  the  whole  world,  ancient,  and  yet  having  a  new 
gate.'^  '  His  name  is  great  and  infinite,  and  the  whole 
world  is  supported  by  him.'^  *  He  is  older  than  Cre- 
ation, so  that  he  took  counsel  with  the  Father  about  the 
creation  which  he  made.'*  '  He  is  the  sole  way  of  access 
to  the  Lord  ;  and  no  one  shall  enter  in  unto  him  other- 
wise than  by  his  Son.'  "* 

^  Kal  avrhs  ras  itfiaftTLas  avr&v  €Ka0api<r(  9roXXa  Komdo-as  ical  iroXXow  icAtnvt 
fimrkrjKm'  ....  avrhf  odv  KoBapiaas  Var  AfiapriM  rov  \aov  tfd€i^€P  avrois  r^r 
TpiPovs  T^ff  toarjSf  boits  avrolf  t6v  v6fiov  hv  Tka^t  irapa  rov  narphs  avrov.  Sim.,  v.  6. 

*  €ls  fUcrov  de  rov  irtbiov  ^dct^c  fioi  irirpav  fieydkrjv  Xcvic^v  c«e  rov  irediov 
avoQf^riKvuw,  t)  de  irerpa  xr^rjKartpa  Jjv  tS>v  Sp€civ,  TeTpaya>vos  &(rT€  dvvaa-Bcu  oko¥ 
t6v  K6a'fiov  x'^p^o-oi'  iraKaUi  dc  ffu  ^  irtrpa  €K€iurjf  irvXrjv  imciKOfifiiVfju  e^ova'a'  o»ff 
'!rp6(r<l>aTos  hi  cdo#c€(  fioi  tlvai  f/  iKKSKayjng  Trj£  irvXrjg.  tf  de  ttCXtj  ovtc^s  ^ariXjScv 
V7r€p  rhv  rfKiov,  &(rT€  fi€  $avfid(€iv  «rl  tJ  Xofimfiopi  T^r  nvkrjs'     Simil.,  ix.  2. 

Tj  irerpOy  iftrja-iPy  avny  jcal  rj  TrvXrj  6  vi6s  rod  B^ov  cVri.  Hm,  ^VH^*  Kvpie,  ^ 
irerpa  irdkcud  ccrrtv,  rj  dc  irvXrj  Kcuvrj ;  ^Aicouf,  <l>rj(rif  Koi  <rvui€,  davvrri,  *0  flip 
vl6s  Tov  Bfov  irdoTjs  Trjg  icr/(rf<k>ff  avrov  frp€y(P€aT€p6s  icrriVy  &crr€  avpfiovKop 
aVTOP  y€Pea'Bai  ry  narpl  ttJ£  KTia'€o>s  avrov'  dta  rovro  Ka\  ncikads  icrrw,  ij  ^ 
trvKri  bib.  ri  xawrjf  <^)7fi(,  icvpi€  ;  "Ort,  ifyrja'ip,  rn  ifr)(dT<ap  r&p  fip.€p€>p  rrjt  avvrt' 
Xctar  <l>ap€p6s  rycif^To,  bih  tovto  Kcuvfj  eyepero  ff  ttvXi;,  ipa  ol  p,€XXovr€S  a-n^eoBai 
^i  avrijs  tls  r^p  Paa-iKfiap  c^o-cX^oxrt  rov  Bfov,     Simil.,  ix.  12. 

'  rh  Svofia  tov  viov  tov  Btov  p-tya  itrri  Ka\  dxd>pTiTop  koI  t6p  ic6<rp4}p  oXop 
jSaoraCci.    SimQ.,  ix.  14. 

*  Simil.,  ix.  12,  quoted  above. 

*  ^  ^e  niikif  6  vl6s  tov  Biov  icrrip,  avTjf  fiia  €?(rod($r  cWt  irp6s  t6p  tcvpiop, 
SX\»s  o^v  ovdclr  (Ifnktvo'erai  irphs  avrhp  tl  /i^  dia  rov  viov  avrov.  Sim.,  ix.  12. 
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This  is  all  Canon  Westcott  says  on  the  subject.^  He 
does  not  attempt  to  point  out  any  precise  portions  of  the 
fourth  Gospel  with  which  to  compare  these  "striking 
analogies,"  nor  does  he  produce  any  instances  of  simi- 
larity of  language,  or  of  the  use  of  the  same  terminology 
as  the  Gospel  in  this  apocalyptic  allegory.  It  is  evident 
that  such  evidence  could  in  no  case  be  of  any  value  for 
the  fourth  Gospel. 

When  we  examine  more  closely,  however,  it  becomes 
certain  that  these  passages  possess  no  real  analogy  with 
the  fourth  Gospel,  and  were  certainly  not  derived  from 
it.  There  is  no  part  of  them  that  has  not  close  parallels 
in  writings  antecedent  to  our  Gospel,  and  there  is  no  use 
of  terminology  peculiar  to  it.  He  does  not  even  once 
use  the  term  Logos.  Canon  Westcott  makes  no  mention 
of  the  fact  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos  and  of  the  pre- 
existence  of  Jesus  was  enunciated  long  before  the  com- 
position of  the  fourth  Gospel,  with  almost  equal  clearness 
and  fulness^  and  that  its  development  can  be  traced 
through  the  Septuagint  translation,  the  "  Proverbs  of 
Solomon,''  some  of  the  Apocryphal  works  of  the  Old 
Testament,  the  writings  of  Philo,  and  in  the  Apocal}^se, 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  as  well  as  the  Epistles  of  Paul. 
To  any  one  who  examines  the  passages  cited  from  the 
works  of  Hermas,  and  still  more  to  any  one  acquainted 
with  the  history  of  the  Logos  doctrine,  it  will,  we  fear, 
seem  wasted  time  to  enter  upon  any  minute  refutation  of 
such  imaginary  "analogies."  We  shall,  however,  as 
briefly  as  possible  refer  to  each  passage  quoted. 

The  first  is  taken  from  an  elaborate  similitude  with 
regard  to  true  fasting,  in  which  the  world  is  likened  to  a 

*  On  the  Ganon,  p.  177  f.  We  give  the  Greek  quotations  as  they  stand 
in  Oanon  Westcott's  notes :  and  also  the  translations  in  his  text,  without, 
however,  adopting  them. 

Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


256  SUPEBNATURAL  RELIGIOX. 

vineyard,  and  in  explaining  liis  parable  the  Shepherd 
says :  "  God  planted  the  vineyard,  that  is^  he  created 
the  people  and  gave  them  to  his  Son  :  and  the  Son 
appointed  his  angels  over  them  to  keep  them  :  and  he 
himself  cleansed  their  sins,  having  suffered  many  things 
and  endured  many  labours.  .  .  .  He  himself,  there- 
fore, having  cleansed  the  sins  of  the  people,  showed 
them  the  paths  of  life  by  giving  them  the  Law  which  he 
received  from  his  Father."^ 

It  is  difficult  indeed  to  find  anything  in  this  passage 
which  is  in  the  slightest  degree  peculiar  to  the  fourth 
Gospel,  or  apart  from  the  whole  course  of  what  is  taught 
in  the  Epistles,  and  more  especially  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews.  We  may  point  out  a  few  passages  for  com- 
parison :  Heb.  i.  2 — 4  ;  ii.  10 — 11  ;  v.  8 — 9  ;  vii.  12, 
17—19;  viii.6— 10;  x.  10— 16;  Romans  viii.  24— 1 7 ; 
Matt.  xxi.  33  ;  Mark  xii.  1  ;  Isaiah  v.  7,  liii. 

The  second  passage  is  taken  from  an  elaborate  parable 
on  the  building  of  the  Church  :  (a)  "  And  in  the  middle 
of  the  plain  he  showed  me  a  great  white  rock  which  had 
risen  out  of  the  plain,  and  the  rock  was  higher  than 
the  mountains,  rectangular  so  as  to  be  able  to  hold  the 
whole  world,  but  that  rock  was  old  having  a  gate  (ttuXt^) 
hewn  out  of  it,  and  the  hewing  out  of  the  gat^  {vvXti) 
seemed  to  me  to  be  recent''^  Upon  this  rock  the  tower 
of  the  Church  is  built.  Further  on  an  explanation  is 
given  of  the  similitude,  in  which  occurs  another  of  the 
passages  referred  to.  (fi)  "  This  rock  {irhpa)  and  this  gate 
{irvXri)  are  the  Son  of  God.  '  How,  Lord,'  I  said,  *  is  the 
rock  old  and  the  gate  new  ? '  '  Listen,'  he  said, '  and  un- 
derstand, thou  ignorant  man.  (y)  The  Son  of  God  is 
older  than  all  of  his  creation  (6  fjikv  vto?  rov  dcov  nd(rq^ 

*  Simil.,  V.  6.  «  Ih,,  ix.  2. 
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TTj^  KrUrem^  avrov  Trpoyepiarepo^  iariv),  SO  that  he  was 
a  councillor  with  the  Father  in  his  work  of  creation  ; 
and  for  this  is  he  old/  (8)  '  And  why  is  the  gate  new^ 
Lord?/  I  said;  'Because/  he  replied,  'he  was  mani- 
fested at  the  last  of  the  days  {in  e(r)(aTO)v  tS>v  7)fxepS>v) 
of  the  dispensation ;  for  this  cause  the  gate  was  made 
new,  in  order  that  they  who  shall  be  saved  might  enter 
by  it  into  the  kingdom  of  God/  "^ 

And  a  few  lines  lower  down  the  Shepherd  further 
explaijis,  referring  to  entrance  through  the  gate,  and 
introducing  another  of  the  passages  cited :  (e)  *'  *  In  this 
way/  he  said,  *  no  one  shall  enter  into  the  kingdom  of 
Grod  unless  he  receive  his  holy  name.  If,  therefore,  you 
cannot  enter  into  the  City  unless  through  its  gate,  so 
also,'  he  said,  *  a  man  cannot  enter  in  any  other  way  into 
the  kingdom  of  God  than  by  the  name  of  his  Son 
beloved  by  him '  .  .  .  *  and  the  gate  {Trvkrj)  is  the 
Son  of  God.  This  is  the  one  entrance  to  the  Lord.'  In 
no  other  way,  therefore,  shall  any  one  enter  in  to  him, 
except  through  his  Son."^ 

Now  with  regard  to  the  similitude  of  a  rock  we  need 
scarcely  say  that  the  Old  Testament  teems  with  it ;  and 
we  need  not  point  to  the  parable  of  the  house  built  upon 
a  rock  in  the  first  Gospel^  A  more  apt  illustration  is 
the  famous  saying  with  regard  to  Peter :  **  And  upon 
this  rock  (ndTpa)  I  will  build  my  Church,"  upon  which 
indeed  the  whole  similitude  of  Hennas  turns;  and  in 
1  Cor.  X.  4,  we  read :  "  For  they  drank  of  the  Spiritual 
Eock  accompanying  them ;  but  the  Rock  wa«  Christ " 
(17  nerpa  Se  'Tjv  6  XpLOTo^).  There  is  no  such  similitude 
in  the  fourth  Gospel  at  aU. 

^  Simil.,  ix.  12.    Phtlo  represents  the  Logos  as  a  Bock  {nerpa).    Quod 
det.  potior!  insid.,  §  31,  M<mg«yy  i.  213. 
a  Simil.,  ix.  12.  »  Matt.  vii.  24. 
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We  then  have  the  "gate,"  on  which  we  presume 
Canon  Westcott  chiefly  relies.  The  parable  in  John  x. 
1 — 9  is  quite  different  from  that  of  Hennas,^  and  there 
is  a  persistent  use  of  different  terminology.  The  door 
into  the  sheepfold  is  always  dvpa^  the  gate  in  the  rock 
always  mUki).  "  I  am  the  door,"^  {kyoli  €i/it  17  Ovpai)  is 
twice  repeated  in  the  fourth  Gospel  "  The  gate  is  the 
Son  of  God  "  (17  irSkri  o  vto?  rov  deov  Ig-tiv)  is  the  declara- 
tion of  Hennas.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  numerous 
passages,  elsewhere,  analogous  to  that  in  the  Pastor  of 
Hennas.  Every  one  will  remember  the  injunction  in 
the  Sermon  on  the  Mount:  Matth.  vii.  13,  14.  "Enter 
in  through  the  strait  gate  (irvXiy),  for  wide  is  the  gate 
(ttuXt^),  &c.,  14.  Because  nanow  is  the  gate  {wSkrj) 
and  straitened  is'  the  way  which  leadeth  unto  life,  and 
few  there  be  that  find  it."'  The  limitation  to  the  one 
way  of  entrance  into  the  kingdom  of  God:  '*by  the 
name  of  his  Son,"  is  also  found  everywhere  throughout 
the  Epistles,  and  likewise  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles ; 
as  for  instance :  Acts  iv.  12,  "  And  there  is  no  salvation 
in  any  other :  for  neither  is  there  any  other  name  imder 
heaven  given  among  men  whereby  we  must  be  saved." 

The  reasons  given  why  the  rock  is  old  and  the  gate 
new  (y,  S)  have  anything  but  special  analogy  with 
the  fourth  Gospel.  We  are,  on  the  contrary,  taken 
directly  to  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  in  which  the  pre- 
existence  of  Jesus  is  prominently  asserted,  and  between 
which  and  the  Pastor,  as  in  a  former  passage,  we  find 
singular  linguistic   analogies.      For  instance,  take  the 

»  Of.  Heb.  ix.  24,  11—12,  &o.  «  Jolm  x.  7,  9. 

'  Compare  the  account  of  the  new  Jemsalem,  Bey.  zxi.  12  ff. ;  of. 
xzii.  4,  14.  In  8imil.  ix.  13,  it  iB  insisted  that,  to  enter  into  the  king- 
dom, not  only  '*  his  name  "  must  be  borne,  but  that  we  must  put  on 
certain  clothing. 
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whole  Opening  portion  of  Heb.  i.  1 :  "  God  who  at  many- 
times  and  in  many  manners  spake  in  times  past  to  the 
fathers  by  the  prophets,  2.  At  the  end  of  these  days  (iir 
ia^drov  tSjv  ruMepiov  tovtwv)  hath  spoken  to  us  by  the 
Son  whom  he  appointed  heir  (icXtj/ooi/o/ios)*  of  all  things, 
by  whom  he  also  made  the  worlds,  3.  Who  being  the 
brightness  of  his  glory  and  the  express  image  of  his 
substance,  and  upholding  all  things  by  the  word  of  his 
power,  when  he  had  made  a  cleansing  of  our  sins  sat 
down  at  the  right  hand  of  Majesty  on  high,  4.  Having 
become  so  much  better  than  the  angels,''^  &c.,  Sec. ;  and 
if  we  take  the  different  clauses  we  may  also  find  them 
elsewhere  constantly  repeated,  as  for  instance :  (y)  The 
son  older  than  all  his  creation :  compare  2  Tim.  i.  9, 
CJolossians i.  15  ("who  is  .  .  .  the  first  bom  of  all  crea- 
tion'^ — 5s  €0"Tti/  ....  irpcoTOTOKo^  wdcrrj^  KTLa'€(Os),  16, 
17,  18,  Rev.  iii.  14,  x.  6.  The  works  of  Philo  are  full  of 
this  representation  of  the  Logos.  For  example :  "  For 
the  Word  of  God  is  over  all  the  universe,  and  the  oldest 
and  most  imiversal  of  all  things  created  "  {koX  6  Aoyos  Sk 
Tov  deov  inrepdva}  iram'os  ioTi  rov  Koafiov,  koI  wpeo'' 
ySvraros  Kal  ycvtictuTaTos  t&v  oa-a  yeyovc).^     Again,  as  to 

^  We  may  remark  that  in  the  parable  Hennas  speaks  of  the  son  as  the 
heir  {ickrfpovdfios),  and  of  the  slave — who  is  the  true  son — also  as  co-heir 
{avyKkrfpov6fU}s)t  and  a  few  lines  below  the  passage  above  quoted,  of  the 
heirship  {ickripovofilas) .  This  is  another  indication  of  the  use  of  this  Epistle, 
the  peculiar  expression  in  regard  to  the  son  **  whom  he  appointed  heir 
(Kkfjpov6fU}s)  of  all  things  "  occurring  here.     Cf.  tiimil.,  y.  2,  6. 

'  Heb.  i.  1.  HoKvfupcis  Koi  iro\vTp6ira>s  irdKcu,  6  6t6s  \akria-as  rois  narpda-iv 
iv  Toii  irpo<l>fiT€us  iir  iaxarov  tS>v  ^fitp&v  rovrmv  iK^Xriaty  fifitv  cV  vl^,  (2)  tv 
li^KCV  Kkr}pop6fMiv  irayraVf  dC  o^  Koi  imiiri<r€V  tov£  al&vag,  (3)  ts  &v  aTravycurfJui 
T^ff  di^ff  Koi  x^ipcucr^p  rris  inroarda'tns  avrov  <l)€p<av  re  rii  iropra  r^  prjfioTi  ttjs 
dvvdfi9»g  avroVf  di'  iavTov  KoBapurfibv  irouiadfxfvos  tS»v  dftapri&v  tKoBurtv  iv  dcft^ 
T^s  fuyakioavtnjs  iv  v^tjXolSj  (4)  rtxrovr^  Kptirr^v  y€v6fi€vos  t&v  ayyiXaav,  k.t,\, 

>  Leg.  AUeg.,  iii.  §  61,  Mangey,  i.  p.  121 ;  cf.  De  Confus.  Ling.,  §  28, 
Ma/ng.^  il  p.  427,  §  14,  ih.  i.  p.  414  ;  De  Profagis,  §  1^,  Mang.,  i.  661 ; 
De  Oaritate,  §  2,  Mcmg.,  ii.  385,  &c.,  &c.    The  Logos  is  constantly  called 
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the  second  clause,  that  he  assisted  the  Father  in  the 
work  of  creation,  compare  Heb.  ii.  10,  L  2,  xL  3,  Rom. 
xi.  36,  1  Cor.  viii.  6,  Coloss.  i.  15,  16.* 

The  only  remaining  passage  is  the  following :  "  The 
name  of  the  Son  of  God  is  great  and  infinite  and 
supports  the  whole  world/'  For  the  first  phrase,  com- 
pare 2  Tim.  iv.  18,  Heb.  i.  8  ;  and  for  the  second  part  of 
the  sentence,  Heb.  i.  3,  Coloss.  i.  17,  and  many  other 
passages  quoted  above.^ 

The  whole  assertion  ^  is  simply  absurd,  and  might  well 
have  been  left  unnoticed.  The  attention  called  to  it, 
however,  may  not  be  wasted  in  observing  the  kind  of  evi- 
dence with  which  apologists  are  compelled  to  be  content. 

Tischendorf  points  out  two  passages  in  the  Epistles  of 
pseudo-Ignatius  which,  he  considers,  show  the  use  of  the 
fourth  Gospel.*  They  are  as  follows — Epistle  to  the 
Romans  vii. :  "  I  desire  the  bread  of  God,  the  bread  of 
heaven,  the  bread  of  life,  which  is  the  flesh  of  Jesus 
Christ  the  son  of  God,  who  was  born  of  the  seed  of 
David  and  Abraham ;  and  I  desire  the  drink  of  God 
(wo/jLa  deov),  that  is  his  blood,  which  is  love  incorrup- 
tible, and  eternal  life  "  {aan/aos  i^nj).*    This  is  compared 

by  Philo  "  the  first-begotten  of  God  "  {np<a>r6yovof  Otov  A6yos) ;  "  the  most 
anoieDt  son  of  Qod  "  (irpfo-^vrarot  vihs  Geov). 

»  Of.  FhUo,  Leg.  Alleg.,  iii.  §  31,  Mangey,  i.  106;  Do  Oherabim,  §  3d, 
Mang,y  i.  162,  Ac,  &o. 

«  Of.  Philo,  De  Profogis,  §  20,  Mangey,  L  562;  Frag.  Mangey,  ii,  655; 
De  Somniis,  i.  §  41,  Mang.,  i.  656. 

>  Canon  Westcott  also  says :  "In  seyeral  plaoes  also  St.  John's  teach- 
ing on  *  the  Truth '  lies  at  the  ground  of  Hennas'  voids,"  and  in  a  note 
he  refers  to  <*Mand.  iii.=l  John  ii.  27  ;  iv.  6,"  without  specifying  any 
passage  of  the  book.  (On  the  Oanon,  p.  176,  and  note  4.)  Such  un- 
qualified assertions  unsupported  by  any  evidence  cannot  be  too  strongly 
condemned.    This  statement  is  quite  unfounded. 

*  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  22  f.  Lucke  does  not  attach  much  weight  to 
any  of  the  supposed  allusions  in  these  Epistles.  Comm.  £y.  Joh.,  i.  p.  43. 

'    ApTop  Bcov  ^cXo>,  Sprov  ovpoviov,  Sprov  C^^t  ^  ivruf  a-ap$  'itfotni  XpumO 
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with  John  vi.  41  :  "I  am  the  bread  which  came  down 
from  heaven''  48.  ...  "I  am  the  bread  of  life,"  51  .  .  . 
"  And  the  bread  that  I  will  give  is  my  flesh  ;"  54.  "  He 
who  eateth  my  flesh  and  drinketh  my  blood  hath  ever- 
lasting life  **  {loyfiv  aiawuop).  Scholten  has  pointed  out 
that  the  reference  to  Jesus  as  "  bom  of  the  seed  of  David 
and  Abraham  "  is  not  in  the  spirit  of  the  fourth  Gospel ; 
and  the  use  of  irofia  deov  for  the  irocrcs  of  vi.  55,  and 
a4wajo^  Iforj  instead  of  Ifiyr)  oSmvio^  are  also  opposed  to 
the  connection  with  that  Gospel^  On  the  other  hand, 
in  the  institution  of  the  Supper  the  bread  is  described 
as  the  body  of  Jesus,  and  the  wine  as  his  blood ;  and 
reference  is  made  there,  and  elsewhere,  to  eating  bread 
and  drinking  wine  in  the  kingdom  of  God,^  and  the 
passage  seems  to  be  nothing  but  a  development  of  this 
teaching.*  Nothing  could  be  proved  by  such  an 
analogy.* 

The  second  passage  referred  to  by  Tischendorf  is  in 
the  Epistle  to  the  Philadelphians  vii.  :  "  For  if  some 
would  have  seduced  me  according  to  the  flesh,  yet  the 
Spirit  is  not  seduced,  being  from  God,  for  it  knoweth 
whence  it  cometh  and  whither  it  goeth,  and  detects  the 
secrets."*  Tischendorf  considers  that  these  words  are 
based  upon  John  iii.  6 — 8,  and  the  last  phrase  :  "  And 

Tov  viov  Tov  B(6vy  rov  y€VOfi€vov  iv  vartp^  €K  {nr€pfWTos  Aa0id  Koi  *Appadfi* 
Koi  v6fM  S€ov  ^(Xa)»  t6  oTfta  avrov,  o  eW&v  ayamj  Sxf>3aproSf  icol  a€¥vaos  fw^. 
Ad  Bom.,  vii. 

*  Die  alt  Zeugnisse,  p.  54. 

*  Matt.  xxvi.  2e— 29 ;  Mark  xiv.  22—25 ;  Luke  xxii.  17—20 ;  1  Cor. 
xi.  23—25 ;  cf.  Luke  xiv.  15. 

'  Of.  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  54. 

*  Cf.  De  Weite,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  225  f. ;  Schdteny  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse, 
p.  54. 

*  EZ  yhp  KoL  Karh  aapKa  fi€  riv€s  fjOlkfjaop  irkavrja'cu^  dXXA  t6  irptvfia  ov 
irXoparoi,  iWi  Otov  Stf'  oibfv  yap  ir6$tv  ZpxtTtu,  Koi  irov  virayct,  Ka\  ra  Kpimrit 
cX/yx^i.    Ad  Philadelpb.,  vii. 
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detects  the  secrets,"  upon  verse  20.  The  sense  of  the 
Epistle,  however,  is  precisely  the  reverse  of  that  of  the 
Gospel,  which  reads:  "The  wind  bloweth  where  it 
listeth ;  and  thou  hearest  the  sound  thereof  but  hnowest 
not  whence  it  cometh  and  whither  it  goeth ;  so  is  every 
one  that  is  bom  of  the  Spirit;"^  whilst  the  Epistle  does 
not  refer  to  the  wind  at  all,  but  affirms  that  the  Spirit  of 
God  does  know  whence  it  cometh,  &c.  The  analogy  in 
verse  20  is  still  more  remote :  "  For  every  one  that  doeth 
evil  hateth  the  light,  neither  cometh  to  the  light,  lest 
his  deeds  should  be  detected."*  In  1  Cor.^  ii.  10,  the 
sense  is  more  closely  found :  "For  the  Spirit  searcheth 
all  things,  yea,  even  the  deep  things  of  God.**'  It  is 
evidently  absurd  to  assert  fron^  isucl^  a  passage  the 
use  of  the  fourth  Gospel*  Even  Tischendorf  recog- 
nizes that  in  themselves  the .  phrases  which  he  points  out 
in  pseudo-Ignatius  could  not,  unsupported  by  other 
corroboration,  possess  much  weight  as  testimony  for  the 
use  of  our  Gospels..  /  He  says  :  "  Were  these  allusions  of 
Ignatius  to  Matthew  and  Jojin  a  wholly  isolated  phe- 
nomenon, and  one  which  perhaps  other  undoubted  results 
of  inquiry  wholly  contradicted,  they  would  hardly  have 

any  conclusive   weight.     But .''*     Canon   Westcott 

says  :  "  The  Ignatian  writings,  as  might  be  expected,  are 
not  witho\it  traces  of  the  influence  of  St.  John.  The 
circumstances  in  which  he  was  placed  required  a  special 
enunciation  of   Pauline  doctrine ;    but  this  is  not  so 

*  rh  nvtvfjta  oirov  ^cXci  irvel,  Koi  Ttjv  <f}c»vfjv  airrov  cucovtiSt  aXX*  ovk  oidas  w6Bf9 
tlpx^Toi  Koii  TTOV  imayti'  ovrms  cWlv  nas  6  y€y(vvrjfi€Vos  ck  tov  7tV€Vfum>£.  John 
iii.  8. 

^  iras  yap  6  <l)av\a  irpatrcrtav  pxcft  t6  (fiSis  Kcti  ovk  ZpxfTcu  irp6s  t6  ^f,  ipa  fjJj 
cXryx^  TO  Ifpya  avrov,     John  iii.  20. 

'  t6  yhp  frv€VfM  navra  €pavvq,  jcol  rh  fioBri  tov  $€0V,     1  Cor.  ii.  10. 
<  Of.  De  Wette,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  225  f. 

*  Wann  wurden,  n.  b.  w.,  p.  23. 
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expressed  as  to  exclude  the  parallel  lines  of  Christian 
thought.  Love  is  *the  stamp  of  the  Christian.'  (Ad 
Magn.  V.)  '  Faith  is  the  beginning  and  love  the  end  of 
life/  (Ad  Ephes.  xiv.)  *  Faith  is  our  guide  upward' 
{ai/aywy€vi)y  but  love  is  the  road  that  'leads  to  God' 
(Ad  Eph.  ix.)  'The  Eternal  (cufStos)  Word  is  the  mani- 
festation of  God '  (Ad  Magn.  viii.),  '  the  door  by  which 
we  come  to  the  Father'  (Ad  Philad.  ix.,  c£  John  x.  7), 
'  and  without  Him  we  have  not  the  principle  of  true 
life '  (Ad  Trail,  ix. :  ov  x^/ol?  to  akridivov  ^yv  ovk 
€XPfi€P.  cf.  Ad  Eph.  iiL  :  *I.X.  to  ahuxKpiTov  rjii&v  Cw)* 
The  true  meat  of  the  Christian  is  the  'bread  of  God, 
the  bread  of  heaven,  the  bread  of  life,  which  is  the 
flesh  of  Jesus  Christ,'  and  his  drink  is  '  Christ's  blood, 
which  is  love  incorruptible'  (Ad  Rom.  vii.,  cf.  John  vi. 
32,  51,  53).  He  has  no  love  of  this  life;  'his  love  has 
been  crucified,  and  he  has  in  him  no  burning  passion  for 
the  world,  but  living  water  (as  the  spring  of  a  new  life) 
speaking  within  him,  and  bidding  him  come  to  his 
Father'  (Ad  Rom.  L  c).  Meanwhile  his  enemy  is  the 
enemy  of  his  Master,  even  the  'ruler  of  this  age.' 
(Ad  Rom.  1.  c,  6  dpx<op  fov  aliovo^  tovtov.  Cf.  John  xii. 
31,  xvL  11:6  ap)((av  rov  Koa-fiov  tovtov*  and  see  1  Cor. 
ii.'6,  8.*)" 

Part  of  these  references  we  have  already  considered ; 
others  of  them  reaUy  do  not  require  any  notice  whatever, 
and  the  only  one  to  which  we  need  to  direct  our  atten- 
tion for  a  moment  may  be  the  passage  from  the  Epistle 
to  the  Philadelphians  ix.,  which  reads :  He  is  the  door 
of  the  Fathers,  by  which  enter  in  Abraham,  Isaac 
and  Jacob  and  the  prophets,  and  the  apostles,  and  the 

*  Westcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  32  f.,  and  notes.    We  have  inserted  in  the 
text  the  referenoto  given  in  the  notes. 
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Church."  ^  This  is  compared  with  John  x.  7.  "  There- 
fore said  Jesus  again :  Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto  you,  I 
am  the  door  of  the  Sheep  *'  (eycS  cf/nt  17  dvpa  t&v  vpo- 
fidrmv).  We  have  abeady  referred,  a  few  pages  back,* 
to  the  image  of  the  door.  Here  again  it  is  obvious  that 
there  is  a  marked  difference  in  the  sense  of  the  Epistle 
from  that  of  the  Gospel  In  the  latter  Jesus  is  said  to 
be  the  door  into  the  Sheepfold ;'  whilst  in  the  Epistle, 
he  is  the  door  into  the  Father,  through  which  not  only 
the  patriarchs,  prophets,  and  apostles  enter,  but  also  the 
Church  itself.  Such  distant  analogy  cannot  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  the  passage  shows  any  acquaintance  with 
the  fourth  Gospel.*  As  for  the  other  phrases,  they  are 
not  only  without  special  bearing  upon  the  fourth  Gospel, 
but  they  are  everywhere  found  in  the  canonical  Epistles,  as 
well  as  elsewhere.  Regarding  love  and  faith,  for  instance, 
compare  Gal.  v.  6,  14,  22;  Rom.  xii.  9,  10,  viiL  39, 
xiii  9;  1  Cor.  ii.  9,  viii.  3;  Ephes.  iii.  17,  v.  1,  2, 
vi.  23 ;  Philip,  i.  9,  ii.  2 ;  2  Thess.  iii.  5  ;  1  Tim.  i.  14, 
VL  11 ;  2  Tim.  i.  13  ;  Heb.  x.  38  f.,  xi,  &c.,  &c. 

We  might  point  out  many  equally  close  analogies  in 
the  works  of  Philo,*  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  do  so, 
although  we  may  indicate  one  or  two  which  first  present 

'  Avt6s  &v  Ovpa  Tov  irarphsy  tC  t^s  fUripxovraL  'Appaafi  Koi  ^la-aiuc  koX  *Iajca>/3 
Koi  ol  irpo(l)TJTcu^  Koi  ol  a7r6aro\oif  Koi  17  c/ocXiyo-ta.     Ad  Philad,,  ix. 

*  Vol.  ii.  p.  256  ff. 

'  Compare  the  whole  passage,  John  x.  1 — 16. 

*  Cf.  De  Wetie,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  225  f. ;  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p. 
64  f. ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  368  f.  ;  LUcke,  Cbm.  Ev.  Joh.,  i.  p. 
44,  anm.  1. 

*  Philo's  birth  is  dated  at  least  20  to  30  years  before  our  era,  and  his 
death  about  A.D.  40.  His  principal  works  were  certainly  written  before 
his  embassy  to  Cains.  DeJaunay,  ThUon  d*Alexandrie,  1867,  p.  11  f. ; 
Ewald,  Gesch.  d.  V.  Isr.,  vi.  p.  239 ;  Gfrorer,  Gesch.  des  XJrchristen- 
thums  I.,  i.  p.  5,  p.  37  ff.,  p.  4o;  Ddhne,  Gesch.  Darstell.  jQd.  alex. 
Beligions  Philos.,  1834,  1  abth.  p.  98,  anm.  2 

Google 


Digitized  by 


EXTEENAL  EVIDENCE  FOE  THE  FOUETH  GOSPEL.    265 

themselvea  Philo  equally  has  "the  Eternal  Logos" 
(6  atSio9  Aoyos)/  whom  he  represents  as  the  manifesta- 
tion of  God  in  every  way.  "  The  Word  is  the  likeness 
of  God,  by  which  the  universe  was  created "  (Aoyos  S^ 
ioTW  eiKoiv  0eov,  8C  o5  crv/iTra?  6  Koafio^  iSTj/JLLOVfyyevro),'^ 
He  is  "the  substitute '''(v7ra/)xo9)  of  God,^  "the  hea- 
venly incorruptible  food  of  the  soul,"  "  the  bread  (apros) 
fix)m  heaven."  In  one  place  he  says  :  "  and  they  who 
inquire  what  nourishes  the  soul  .  /.  learnt  at  last  that 

it  is  the  Word  of  God,  and  the  Divine  Reason 

This  is  the  heavenly  nourishment  to  which  the  holy 
Scripture  refers  .  .  .  .  .  saying,  '  Lo  1  I  rain  upon  you 
bread  (a/oro?)  from  heaven.'  (Exod.  xvi  4.)  '  This  is 
the  bread  (a/oro?)  which  the  Lord  has  given  them 
to  eat'"  (Exod.  xvi.  15).*  And  again  :  "For  the  one 
indeed  raises  his  eyes  towards  the  sky,  perceiving  the 
manna,  the  divine  Word,  the  heavenly  incorruptible  food 
of  the  longing  souL"  *  Elsewhere :"....  but  it  is 
taught  by  the  initiating  priest  and  prophet  Moses,  who 
declares :  '  This  is  the  bread  {apToi),  the  nourishment 
which  God  has  given  to  the  soul ' — his  own  Reason  and 
his  own  Word  which  he  has  oflfered;  for  this  bread 
(dpTos)  which  he  has  given  us  to  eat  is  Reason."^      He 

'  De  plant.  Noe,  §  5,  Mang,,  i.  332  ;  De  Mundo,  §  2,  Mang.,  ii.  604. 

*  De  Monarohia,  ii.  §  5 ;  Mcmg,,  ii.  225. 

*  De  Agricult.,  §  12,  Mang,,  i.  308 ;  De  Somniis,  i.  §  41,  Man^.^  i.  656  ; 
of.  Coloss.  i.  15 ;  Heb.  i.  3  ;  2  Cor.  iv.  4. 

*  Zffrri<ra»T(i  mi  rl  r6  rpit^v  iari  r^v  iJ^vx^f  .  .  .  •  tlpov  fia66pTes  ptnia 

Btov  Koi  Adyov  6(tov *H  d*  iuriif  fi  ovpamof  Tpo<f>rjy  firfvvrrai  dc  iv 

reus  Upatg  apaypa<l)ais  ....  Xryovrof.  ***Idov  ry«i)  vm  vfiiP  Hpfrovs  ^k  tov 
o^paKw."    De  Profagie,  §  25,  Mangey,  i.  566. 

*  *0  fihf  yhp  r^  H^is  dvorctWi  irp6s  alBtpOt  a<f>op&v  rb  fuofva,  t6v  Btiov 
A<$yov,  T^v  avp&nov  <f}iKoS€dfAovos  ^^t  SxfiBaprrov  rpoffiriv*  Quis  remm  Div. 
Heres.,  §  15,  Mang.,  i.  484;  Quod  det.  potion  insid.,  §  31,  Mang.^  i 
213  •  .  .  .  MoTMi,  T^i'  vpfo-fivrarov  r&v  ivrtov  li.6yov  BtioVy  ic.r.X. 

*  Maa-KtTtu  dc  vjr6  tov  Upotfiayrov  /cat  irpofftr/rov  Moivo-ttas,  ts  tpH*     "  Oi/T<k 
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also  says :  '*  Therefore  he  exhorts  him  that  can  run 
swiftly  to  strain  even  breathkss  towards  the  highest 
Word  of  God  who  is  the  fountain  of  Wisdom,  in  order 
that  by  drinking  of  that  stream,  instead  of  death  he 
may  obtain  eternal  life''^  It  is  the  Logos  who  guides 
us  to  the  Father,  God  "  Having  both  created  all  things 
and  led  (aj/dywv)  the  perfect  man  from  the  things  of 
earth  to  himself  by  his  Word."^  These  are  very  imper- 
fect examples,  but  it  may  be  asserted  that  there  is  not  a 
representation  of  the  Logos  in  the  fourtii  Gospel  which 
has. not  close  parallels  in  tho^  wox^s  of  Philo. 

We  have  given;  these  passages  of  the  pseudo-Ignatian 
Epistles  which  are  jJointed  out  as  indicating  acquaintance 
with  the, fourth  Gospel,  in  order  that  the  whole  case 
might  be  stated  and  appreciated.  The  analogies  are  too 
distant  to  prove  anything,  but  were  they  fifty  times  more 
close,  they  could  do  little  or  nothing  to  establish  an  early 
origin  for  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  nothing  at  aU  to 
elucidate  the  question  as  to  its  character  and  authorship.' 
The  Epistles  in  which  the  passages  occur  are  spurious 
and  of  no  value  as  evidence  for  the  fourth  Gospel.  They 
are  not  found  in  the  three  Syriac  Epistles,  which  alone 
have  some  claim  to  authenticity.  We  have  already 
stated  the  facts  connected  with  the  so-called  Epistles  of 

€<mv  6  ApTos,  fj  Tp<xl}rj,  fjv  Z^Ktv  6  0€6s  rg  ^^VXD**  itpoa'€viymff€ai  r^  lovrov 
p^fta  Koi  t6v  iavTov  A.6yov'  olros  yhp  6  ipros,  tv  dcdwKfv  rjfWf  ^oyt tr,  T«vro  r^ 
pfjfia.    Leg.  Alleg.,  iii.  §  60,  Marig.,  i.  121 ;  cf.  ift.,  §§  61,  62. 

^  JlpoTp€jr(i  di  oZv  rbv  fiiy  c^Kvdpofitly  Ikov^v  avvreiveiv  6tnf€wrr\  wpht  rhuf 
aytararm  A6yov  OeTov,  ts  <TO<f>iai  €ot\  wrjyh^  '^  dpvo'dfi€vo€  tov  p6futnt  ayrl 
BopoTcv  C^v  dtdtov  iffkov  €vp7jTau    De  Profdgis,  §  18,  Mcmg,^  i.  660. 

*  ....  T^  airr^  A<^  Koi  t6  irav  ipyaififuvos  koL  rhm  r€k€ui0  itt6  t&w 
ircpiycicDv  dvayav  o>s  iavr6v,    De  Sacrif.  Abelis  et  Caini,  §  3 ;  Mang.,  i.  165. 

'  In  general  the  Epistles  foUow  the  Synoptic  narratiyes,  and  not  the 
account  of  the  fourth  Gospel.  See  for  instance  the  referenoe  to  the 
anointing  of  Jesus,  Ad  £ph.  zyii.,  cf.  Matt.  xxyi.  7  ff. ;  Mark  xiy.  8  ff. ; 
cf.  John  xii.  1  ff. 
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Ignatius/  and  no  one  who  has  attentively  considered 
them  can  fail  to  see  that  the  testimony  of  such  docu- 
ments cannot  be  considered  of  any  historic  weight.^ 

There  are  fifteen  Episties  ascribed  to  Ignatius  —  of 
these  eight  are  universally  recognized  to  be  spurious. 
Of  the  remaining  seven,  there  are  two  Greek  and  Latin 
versions,  the  one  much  longer  than  the  other.  The 
longer  version  is  almost  unanimously  rejected  as  inter- 
polated. The  discovery  of  a  still  shorter  Syriac  version 
of  "the  three  Epistles  of  Ignatius/'  convinced  the 
majority  of  critics  that  even  tiie  shortest  Greek  version 
of  seven  Epistles  must  be  condemned,  and  that  what- 
ever matter  could  be  ascribed  to  Ignatius  himself,  if  any, 
must  be  looked  for  iii  tfiese  three'  Epistles  alone.  The 
three  martyrologies  of  Ignatius  are  likewise  ijuiiversally 
repudiated  as  mere  fictions.  Amidst  such  a  mass  of 
forgery,  in  which  it  is  impossible  to  identify  even  a 
kernel  of  truth,  it  would  be  preposterous  to  seek  tes- 
timony to  establish  the  authenticity  x)f  our  Gt>spels. 

It  is  not  pretended  th^  the  so-called  Epistle  of 
Poly  carp  to  the  Philippians  contains  any  references  to 
the  fourth  Gospel.  Tischendorf,  however,  afl&rms  that  it 
is  weighty  testimony  for  that  Gospel,  inasmuch  as  he 
discovers  in  it  a  certain  trace  of  the  first  "Epistle  of 
John/'  and  as  he  maintains  that  the  Epistle  and  the 
Gospel  are  the  works  of  the  same  author,  any  evidence 
for  the  one  is  at  the  same  time  evidence  for  the  other.^ 
We  shall  hereafter  consider  the  point  of  the  common 

»  Vol.  i.  p.  268  ff. 

«  Weizsdcker,  TJntere.  evang.  Gesch.,  p.  234;  Bhek,  Beitrilge,  p.  224, 
p.  257  f. ;  Davidsan,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  368  ;  BchdUm,  Die  alt.  Zeug- 
nisse,  p.  60  ff. ;  Volkmar^  Der  Ursprung,  p.  39  ff. ;  cf.  Biggenbach,  Die 
Zengn.  Ey.  JohaimiB»  p.  101  f . ;  Bifhringer,  Die  Eirche  Ohr.  u.  ihre 
Zeugn.,  I.  L  1860,  p.  46.  •  Wann  warden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  24  f. 
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authorship  of  the  Epistles  and  fourth  Qospel,  aad  here 
confine  ourselves  chiefly  to  the  alleged  fact  of  the 
reference. 

The  passage  to  which  Tischendorf  alludes  we  subjoin, 
with  the  supposed  parallel  in  the  Epistle, 


1  Epistle  of  Johk,  it.  3. 
And  every  spirit  that  oonfesaetli 
not  the  Lord  Jesus  come  in  the 
flesh  is  not  of  God,  and  this  is  the 
(spirit)  of  Antichrist  of  which  wo 
have  heard  that  it  should  come, 
and  now  already  is  in  the  world. 


*Irja-ovv  Kvpioy  cV  atipKl  €kfjKv66Ta,  cV 
Tov  Otov  oifK  taruf,  koI  Tovr6  iaruf  t6 
Tov  dmxpi(TTov,  S  Ti  dKriK6afi€v  an 
tpxcraiy  xac  viiv  iv  r^  K6<rfi^  cortv  fj^fi*^ 


Epistle  of  Poltcarp,  vn. 

For  whosooTor  doth  not  confess 
Jesus  Christ  hath  come  in  the  flesh 
is  Antichrist,  and  whosoever  doth 
not  confess  the  martyrdom  of  the 
cross  is  of  the  devil,  and  whosoever 
perverteth  the  oracles  of  the  Lord 
to  his  own  lusts,  and  saith  that 
there  is  neither  resurrection  nor 
judgment,  he  is  the  flrstborn  of 
8atan. 

lias  yapt  ts  hf  ft^  Sfiokoyj^  *Ij7<rovv 
XpioTOP  iv  a-apKi  ckrjXvBtpait  ovri- 
XPktt6s  iarltr  kclL  hs  &>f  firj  SpoXoy^ 
TO   papftvptov    TOV    aravpov,    tK    tov 

Stafi6\0V  fOTLV'    KCU  OS  hv   ptSodtVJJ    TO. 

\6yta  TOV  KVpiov  vp6s  tos  ibias  iviBv^ 
pias,  Koi  \tyjj  p7jT€  dvcurraaip  /i^rc 
Kpiaiv  civoi,  oItos  irpar6TOK6s  €<m  tov 
Soroyo. 

This  passage  does  not  occur  as  a  quotation,  and  the 
utmost  that  can  be  said  of  the  few  words  with  which  it 
opens  is  that  a  phrase  somewhat  resembling,  but  at  the 
same  time  materially  differing  from,  the  Epistle  of  John 
is  interwoven  with  the  text  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Philip- 
pians.  If  this  were  really  a  quotation  from  the  canonical 
Epistle,  it  would  indeed  be  singular  that,  considering  the 
supposed  relations  of  Polycarp  and  John,  the  name  of 
the  apostle  should  not  have  been  mentioned,  and  a  quo- 
tation have  been  distinctly  and  correctly  made.*     On  the 

^  We  give  the  text  of  the  Sinaitic  Codex  as  the  most  favourable.  The 
great  majority  of  the  other  MSS.,  and  aU  the  more  important,  present 
very  marked  difference  from  this  reading. 

'  Scholteny  Die  &lt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  46. 
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other  hand,  there  is  no  earlier  trace  of  the  canonical 
Epistle,  and,  as  Volkmar  argues,  it  may  well  be  doubted 
whether  it  may  not  rather  be  dependent  on  the  Epistle 
to  the.  Philippians,  than  the  latter  upon  the  Epistle  of 
John,^ 

We  believe  with  Scholten  that  neither  is  dependent 
on  the  other,  but  that  both  adopted  a  formula  in  use  in 
the  early  Church  against  various  heresies,^  the  superficial 
coincidence  of  which  is  without  any  weight  whatever  as 
evidence  for  the  use  of  either  Epistle  by  the  writer  of 
the  other.  Moreover,  it  is  clear  that  the  writers  refer 
to  different  classes  of  heretics.  Polycarp  attacks  the 
DocetsB  who  deny  that  Jesus  Christ  has  come  in  the 
flesh,  that  is  with  a  human  body  of  flesh  and  blood  ; 
whilst  the  Epistle  of  John  is  directed  against  those  who 
deny  that  Jesus  who  has  come  in  the  flesh  is  the 
Christ  the  Son  of  God.^  Volkmar  points  out  that  in 
Polycarp  the  word  **  Antichrist "  is  made  a  proper  name, 
whilst  in  the  Epistle  the  expression  used  is  the  abstract 
"  Spirit  of  Antichrist"  Polycarp  in  fact  says  that  who- 
ever denies  the  flesh  of  Christ  is  no  Christian  but  Anti- 
christ, and  Volkmar  finds  this  direct  assertion  more 
original  than  the  assertion  of  the  Epistle  ;  "  Every  spirit 
that  confesseth  that  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  the  flesh 
is  of  God,"*  &c.  In  any  case  it  seems  to  us  clear 
that  in  both  writings  we  have  only  the  independent 


*  Volkmar f  Der  Unpmng,  p.  48  f. 

*  Schdten^  Die  ait.  Zeugnisse,  p.  45  f.  ;  of.  VoUcmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p. 
48  f. ;  cf.  Irenceus,  Adv.  Haer.,  i.  24,  §  4  ;  i^M^o-Ignatius,  Ad  Smyrn., 
v.,  vi. 

*  BchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeugniise,  p.  46  ff. ;  VoUmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p. 
48  ff.  ;  cf .  1  John  ii.  22;  iv.  2,  3;  v.  1,  5  ff. 

*  VoUemar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  49  ff. ;  8c?ioUen,  Die  alt.  Zeugniese, 
p.  46ff. 
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enunciation,  with  decided  difference  of  language  and 
sense,  of  a  formula  current  in  the  Church,  and  that 
neither  writer  can  be  held  to  have  originated  the  con- 
demnation, in  these  words,  of  heresies  which  the  Church 
had  begun  vehemently  to  oppose,  and  which  were 
merely  an  application  of  ideas  already  well  known,  as 
we  see  from  the  expression  of  the  Epistle  in  reference  to 
the  "  Spirit  of  Antichrist,  of  which  ye  have  heard  that  it 
Cometh/'  Whether  this  phrase  be  an  allusion  to  the 
Apocalypse  xiii.,  or  to  2  Thessalonians  ii.,  or  to  tradi- 
tions current  in  the  Church,  we  need  not  inquire ;  it  is 
sufficient  that  the  Epistle  of  John  avowedly  applies  a 
prophecy  regarding  Antichrist  already  known  amongst 
Christians,  which  was  equally  open  to  the  other  writer 
and  probably  familiar  in  the  Church.  This  cannot  under 
any  circumstances  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  weight  for 
the  use  of  the  1st  Epistle  of  John.  There  is  no  testimony 
whatever  of  the  existence  of  the  Epistles  ascribed  to 
John  previous  to  this  date,  and  that  fact  would  have  to 
be  established  on  sure  grounds  before  the  argument  we 
are  considering  can  have  any  value. 

On  the  other  hand  we  have  already  seen*  that  whilst 
there  is  strong  reason  to  doubt  the  authenticity  of  the 
Epistie  attributed  to  Polycarp,  and  a  certainty  that  in 
any  case  it  is,  in  its  present  form,  considerably  inter- 
polated, it  cannot,  even  if  genuine  in  any  part,  be  dated 
earlier  than  the  last  years  of  that  Father,  and  it  is 
apparent,  therefore,  that  the  use  of  the  1st  Epistle  of 
John,  even  if  established,  could  not  be  of  value  for  the 
fourth  Gospel,  of  which  the  writing  does  not  show  a 
trace.  So  far  indeed  from  there  being  any  evidence  that 
Polycarp  knew  the  fourth  Gt)spel,  everything  points  to 

»  VoLi.  p.274ff. 
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the  opposite  conclusion.  In  A.D.  160  we  findldm  taking 
part  in  the  Paschal  controversy,  contradicting  the  state- 
ments of  the  fourth  Gospel/  and  supporting  the  Synoptic 
view,  contending  that  the  Christian  festival  should  be 
celebrated  on  the  14th  Nisan,  the  day  on  which  he 
affirmed  that  the  Apostle  John  himself  had  observed  it* 
Irenaeus,  who  represents  Polycarp  as  the  disciple  of 
John,  says  of  him  :  "  For  neither  was  Anicetus  able  to 
persuade  Polycarp  not  to  observe  it  (on  the  14th) 
because  he  had  always  observed  it  with  John  the  dis- 
ciple of  our  Lord,  and  with  the  rest  of  the  apostles  with 
whom  he  consorted.''^  Not  only,  therefore,  does  Poly- 
carp not  refer  to  the  fourth  Gospel,  but  he  is  on  the 
contrary  a  very  important  witness  against  it  as  the  work 
of  John,  for  he  represents  that  apostle  as  practically  con- 
tradicting the  Gospel  of  which  he  is  said  to  be  the 
author. 

The  fulness  with  which  we  have  discussed  the  cha- 
racter of  the  evangelical  quotations  of  Justin  Martjr 
renders  the  task  of  ascertaining  whether  his  works  indi- 
cate any  acquaintance  with  the  fourth  Gospel  compara- 
tively easy.  The  detailed  statements  already  made 
enable  us  without  preliminary  explanation  directly  to 
attack;  the  problem,  and  we  are  freed  from  the  necessity 
of  making  extensive  quotations  to  illustrate  the  facts  of 
the  case. 

Whilst  apologists  assert  with  some  boldness  that 
Justin  made  use  of  our  Synoptics,  they  are  evidently, 
and  with  good  reason,  less  confident  in  maintaining  his 

*  John  xiii.  1,  XYiii28,  xix.  14,  31 ;  of.  Matt.  xxyi.  17 ;  Mark  xiv.  12 ; 
Luke  zxii.  8. 
s  Of.  IrencBUB,  Ady.  H»r.,  iii.  3,  §  4 ;  Etuehius,  H.  E.,  iy.  14,  y.  24. 
>  EwehiWy  H.  £.,  y.  24. 
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acquaintance  with  the  fourth  Gospel.  Canon  Westcott 
states  :  "  His  references  to  St  John  are  uncertain  ;  but 
this,  as  has  been  akeady  remarked,  follows  from  the 
character  of  the  fourth  Gospel.  It  was  unlikely  that  he 
should  quote  its  peculiar  teaching  in  apologetic  writings 
addressed  to  Jews  and  heathens ;  and  at  the  same  time 
he  exhibits  types  of  language  and  doctrine  which,  if  not 
immediately  drawn  from  St.  John,  yet  mark  the  presence 
of  his  influence  and  the  recognition  of  his  authority."* 
This  apology  for  the  neglect  of  the  fourth  Gospel  seems 
based  upon  a  consciousness  of  its  unhistorical  character  ; 
but  we  may  merely  remark  that  where  such  a  writer  is 
reduced  to  so  obvious  an  admission  of  the  scantiness  of 
evidence  furnished  by  Justin,  his  case  is  indeed  weak. 

Tischendorf,  however,  with  his  usual  temerity,  claims 
Justin  as  a  powerful  witness  for  the  fourth  Gospel.  He 
says  :  "According  to  our  judgment  there  are  convincing 
grounds  of  proof  for  the  fact  that  John  also  was  known 
and  used  by  Justin,  provided  a  prejudiced  considera- 
tion of  antagonistic  predilection  against  the  Johannino 
Gospel  be  set  aside."  In  order  fully  and  fairly  to  state 
the  case  which  he  puts  forward,  we  shall  quote  his 
own  words,  but  in  order  to  avoid  repetition  we  shall 
permit  ourselves  to  interrupt  him  by  remarks  and  by 
parallel  passages  from  other  writings  for  comparison  with 
Justin.  Tischendorf  says  :  "  The  representation  of  the 
person   of  Christ  altogether  peculiar  to  John  as  it  is 

I  On  the  Canon,  p.  145.  In  a  note  Canon  Westcott  refers  to  Oredner^ 
Beitr&ge,  i.  p.  253  ff.  Credner,  howeyer,  pronounces  against  the  use  of 
the  fourth  Qospel  by  Justin.  Dr.  Westcott  adds  the  singular  argument : 
«  Justin's  acquaintance  with  the  Valentinians  proves  that  the  (Gospel 
could  not  have  been  unknown  to  him.*'  (Dial.  85.)  We  have  already 
proved  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  Valentinus  and  his  earlier  followers 
knew  anything  of  our  Synoptics,  and  we  shall  ^^sently  show  that  this  is 
likewise  the  case  with  the  fourth  QospeL 
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given  particularly  in  his  Prologue  i.  1  ("  In  the  beginning 
was  the  Word  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and  God 
was  the  Word"),  and  verse  14  ('*and  the  word  became 
flesh  "),  in  the  designation  of  him  as  Logos,  as  the  Word 
of  God,  immediately  re-echoes  to  not  a  few  passages  in 
Justin ;  for  instance :  ^  *  And  Jesus  Christ  is  alone  the 
special  Son  begotten  by  God,  being  his  Word  and  first- 
begotten  and  power.'  ''^ 

With  this  we  may  compare  another  passage  of  Justin 
from  the  second  Apology.  "  But  his  son,  the  alone 
rightly  called  Son,  the  Word  before  the  works  of  creation, 
who  was  both  with  him  and  begotten  when  in  the  begin- 
ning he  created  and  ordered  all  things  by  him,"^  &c. 

Now  the  same  words  and  ideas  are  to  be  found 
throughout  the  Canonical  Epistles  and  other  writings,  as 
well  as  in  earlier  works.  In  the  Apocalypse,*  the  only 
book  of  the  New  Testament  mentioned  by  Justin,  and 
which  is  directly  ascribed  by  him  to  John,*  the  term 
Logos  is  applied  to  Jesus  "  the  Lamb,''  (xix.  13) :  **  and 
his  name  is  called  the  Word  of  God  "  {koX  K€K\rjTou  to 


*  Tischendorf  uses  great  liberty  in  translating  some  of  these  passages, 
abbreyiating  and  otherwise  altering  them  as  it  suits  him.  We  shall  there- 
fore give  his  German  translation  below,  and  we  add  the  Greek  which 
Tisohendorf  does  not  quote — indeed  he  does  not,  in  most  cases,  even  state 
where  the  passages  are  to  be  found. 

'  **  Und  Jesus  Christus  ist  aUein  in  einzig  eigenthiimlioher  Weise  als 
Sohn  Gottes  gezeugt  worden,  indem  er  das  Wort  (Logos)  desselben  ist." 
Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  32. 

Ka\  'irjo'ovs  Xpiarbs  fi6vos  Ibms  vl6s  r^  Be^  yty iwrjfroi^  ASyos  avrov  vndpxav 
Koi  TTpcirrdTOKOs  icol  bvvtifiis,     ApoL,  i.  23. 

'  'O  dc  vl6s  cKctvov,  <5  fi6vos  \€y6ft€vos  KvpUi>9  vl6st  6  A6yos  irp6  t^v  iroirjfjLaraPtKal 
avpoiv  Koi  y€vvoi>fi€vost  5t€  t^v  apx^"  ^*'  avrov  ndifra  tficrta-t  koi  Ma-ftrjire.  Apol.  11.6. 

*  Written  c.  a.d.  68—69 ;  Credner,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  704  f. ;  Beitriige, 
ii.  p.  294 ;  LUcJee,  Comm.  Offenb.  Joh.,  1852,  ii.  p.  840  ff. ;  Ewald,  Jahrb. 
bibL  Wiss.,  1852—63,  p.  182 ;  Gesch.  d,  V.  Isr.,  vi.  p.  643,  Ao.  &o. 

»  Dial.,  81. 
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opo/xa  avTov  6  Aoyos  rov  Oeov).  Elsewhere  (iii.  1 4)  he 
is  called  "  the  Beginning  of  the  Creation  of  God  *'  (17  ap)^ 
rrj^  Kricr€o>9  rov  d€ov) ;  and  again  in  the  same  book  (i.  5) 
he  is  "  the  first-begotten  of  the  dead "  (6  irpcoTOTOKo^ 
rciv  v€KpQ}v).  In  Heb.  i.  6  he  is  the  "first-bom" 
(irpcoTOTOKoq),  as  in  Coloss.  i.  15  he  is  "  the  first-bom  of 
every  creature  "  {npiororoKo^  nday)^  KrCa-eo)^) ;  and  in  1 
Cor.  i.  24  we  have  :  "  Christ  the  Power  of  God  and  the 
Wisdom  of  God  "  (XpLcrTou  Oeov  hvvaiiiv  kox  Oeov  a'o<f>iap)y 
and  it  will  be  remembered  that  "Wisdom"  was  the 
earlier  term  which  became  an  alternative  with  "  Word  " 
for  the  intermediate  Being.  In  Heb.  i.  2,  God  is  repre- 
sented as  speaking  to  us  "in  the  Son  ....  by 
whom  he  also  made  the  worlds ''  (cV  vto>,  ....  St  ou  koI 
inoirjo-ei/  tovs  aiioua^).  In  2  Tim.  i.  9,  he  is  "  before  all 
worlds"  (npb  xpopoyu  auovCoyv),  cf.  Heb.  i.  10,  ii.  10, 
Rom.  xi.  36,  1  Cor.  viii.  6,  Ephes.  iii.  9. 

The  works  of  Philo  are  filled  with  similar  representa- 
tions of  the  Logos,  but  we  must  restrict  ourselves  to  a 
very  few.  God  as  a  Shepherd  and  King  governs  the 
imiverse  "appointing  his  true  Logos,  his  first  begotten 
Son,  to  have  the  care  of  this  sacred  flock,  as  the  substi- 
tute of  the  great  King."^  In  another  place  Philo  exhorts 
men  to  strive  to  become  like  God's  "first  begotten  Word  " 
{tov  TTparroyovov  avTov  Aoyov),^  and  he  adds,  a  few  lines 
further  on  :  "  for  the  most  ancient  Word  is  the  image  of 
God"  (^€o5  yap  €lKa)v  Aoyo9  o  Trpccr^vraros).  The  high 
priest  of  God  in  the  world  is  "  the  divine  Word  his  first- 

'  .  .  .  .  TTpooTTjadfifvos  t6v  opBhv  avTov  A6yoVj  npariyovov  vtnp,  &f  r^v 
imfUKtiav  ttjs  Upas  ravrrjg  ayeXrjs  old  rts  fifyakov  /SoatXceor  vncLpxot  Sta^€(€Tm, 
De  Agricult.,  §  12,  Mangey,  i.  308. 

»  De  Confus.  ling.,  §  28,  Mang,,  i.  427,  cf.  §  14,  ib.,  i.  414;  of.  De 
Migrat.  Abrahami,  §  1,  Mang,,  i.  437 ;  cf.  Hob.  i.  3;  2  Cor.  iv.  4. 
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begotten  son"  (6  irpoyToyovos  avrov  Oeu)^  Aoyos).* 
Speaking  of  the  creation  of  the  world  Philo  says  :  **  The 
instrument  by  which  it  was  formed  is  the  Word  of  God" 
{opyapov  he  Aoyov  Oeov,  ht  o5  KaTecrKevdcrOr)).^  Else- 
where :  *'  For  the  Word  is  the  image  of  God  by  which 
the  whole  world  was  created"  (Aoyos  8c  icrTiv  cikoij/ 
0€ov,  hi  o5  crv/xTras  6  Kocr/io^  iSrjfiLovpyelTo).  These 
passages  might  be  indefinitely  multiplied. 

Tischendorf 's  next  passage  is  :  "  The  first  power 
(Swa/xts)  after  the  Father  of  all  and  God  the  Lord  is  the 
Son,  the  Word  (Logos) ;  in  what  manner  having  been 
made  flesh  {crapKOTrovrideii)  he  became  man,  we  shall  in 
what  follows  relate/'* 

We  find  everywhere  parallels  for  this  passage  without 
seeking  them  in  the  fourth  Gospel.  In  1  Cor.  i.  24, 
"Christ  the  Power  (Swafcis)  of  God  and  the  Wisdom 
of  God;"  cf.  Heb.  i.  2,  3,  4,  6,  8  ;  ii.  8.  In  Heb.  ii. 
14 — ^18,  there  is  a  distinct  account  of  his  becoming  flesh  ; 
cf.  verse  7.  In  Phil,  ii,  6—8:  "Who  (Jesus  Christ) 
being  in  the  form  of  God,  deemed  it  not  grasping  to  be 
equal  with  God,  (7)  But  gave  himself  up,  taking  the 
form  of  a  servant,  being  made  in  the  likeness  of  men/' 
&c.  In  Rom.  viii.  3  we  have :  "  God  sending  his  own 
Son  in  the  likeness  of  the  flesh  of  sin/'  &c.     (6  ^cos 


*  De  Sonmiis,  L  §  37,  Hang,,  i.  653. 
3  De  Oherabim,  §  35,  Mang.,  i.  162. 

*  De  Monarohia,  ii.  §  5,  Mang.,  ii.  225. 

^  ''  Die  erste  TJrkrafk  (bvvafus)  naoh  dem  Yater  des  Alles  und  Qott 
dem  Herm  ist  der  Sohn,  ist  das  Wort  (Logos) ;  wie  derselbe  durch  die 
Fleischwerdong  {a-apKOTroirjBtU)  Mensch  geworden,  das  werden  wir  im 
folgenden  darthun."    Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  32. 

*H  dc  irpJnyj  dvvofiis  furh  t6p  Uarepa  navrov  koX  AccnrcJnjv  OcAv,  Koi  vi^s,  6 
A<JyDf  tariv  ts  rhfa  rpimov  <rapKV!roiTj6€\s  3yBf>oitfro9  ycyovcv,  cV  toU  i$rjt 
tpovfitv,     Apol.,  i.  32. 

T  2 
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rov  iaxrrov  vlop  7r€/jci/ra9  ij^  oftouofiari  (rapKo^  afiaprCa^.) 
It  must  be  bome  in  mind  that  the  terminology  of  John 
i.  14,  "and  the  word  became  flesh"  (o-ap^  iya/€To)  is 
different  from  that  of  Justin,  who  uses  the  word 
a-apKOTroLrjdeU.  The  sense  and  language  here  is,  there- 
fore, quite  as  close  as  that  of  the  fourth  GospeL  We 
have  also  another  parallel  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  "Who  (God) 
was  manifested  in  the  flesh"  (09  i<f>cu/€p(o0rj  iv  capKij^ 
cf.  1  Cor.  XV.  4,  47. 

In  like  manner  we  find  many  similar  passages  in  the 
Works  of  Philo.  He  says  in  one  place  that  man  was  not 
made  in  the  likeness  of  the  most  high  God  the  Father  of 
the  universe,  "  but  in  that  of  the  Second  God  who  is  his 
Word"  (dXXa  irpo^  rov  hevrepov  Oeov,  09  ioTw  iKcivov 
Aoyo9).^  In  another  place  the  Logos  is  said  to  be  the 
interpreter  of  the  highest  God,  and  he  continues  :  "  that 
must  be  God  of  us  imperfect  beings"  (05to9  yap  i7/x5v 
ro}v  aTekciv  &v  etrj  ^€09).^  Elsewhere  he  says  :  "  But  the 
divine  Word  which  is  above  these  (the  Winged  Cherubim) 
....  but  being  itself  the  image  of  God,  the  most 
ancient  of  all  intelligent  things,  and  the  one  placed 
nearest  to  the  only  existing  God  without  any  separation 
or  distance  between  them  "  ;^  and  a  few  lines  further  on 
he  explains  the  cities  of  refuge  to  be :  **  The  Word  of 
the  Governor  (of  all  things)  and  his  creative  and  kingly 
power,  for  of  these  are   the  heavens  and  the  whole 

>  Philo,  Fragm.  i.  ex.  Euseb.,  Pr»par.  Evang.,  vii.  13,  Mang.,  ii, 
625;  of.  De  Somniis,  i.  §  41,  Mang.,  i.  666;  Leg.  AU^.,  ii.  §  21,  ib,, 
i.  83. 

'  Leg.  AUeg.,  iii.  §  73,  Mang.,  i.  128. 

'  *0  d€  vTTtpavio  Tovrwv  Ai^yor  6fios dXX*  airrbs  €wc«v  virdpx«»v  Btov, 

rw  porjr&v  Aro^  AircofTtop  6  wpta^aros,  6  fyyvnkwf  ^rfifvhs  Stmif  fi€^opiov 
dai<rr^fiaror,  rov  fi6tfov  6  cWtv  aylttvdmf  d<l>idpvfi€ros.  De  Profagis,  §  19, 
Mung.y  i.  661. 
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world.''*  "The  Logos  of  God  is  above  all  things  in 
the  world,  and  is  the  most  ancient  and  the  most  uni- 
versal of  all  things  created/'^  The  Word  is  also  the 
"  Ambassador  sent  by  the  Governor  (of  the  universe)  to 
his  subject  (man)  "  (Trpea-fievrfj^  Se  rov  rjyefiovo^  wpos 
TO  vTr/jKoov),^  Such  views  of  the  Logos  are  everywhere 
met  with  in  the  pages  of  Philo. 

Tischendorf  continues :  "  The  word  (Logos)  of  God 
is  his  Son."*  We  have  already  in  the  preceding  para- 
graphs abundantly  illustrated  this  sentence,  and  may 
proceed  to  the  next :  "  But  since  they  did  not  know  all 
things  concerning  the  Logos,  which  is  Christ,  they  have 
frequently  contradicted  each  other.  "^  These  words  are 
used  with  reference  to  Lawgivers  and  philosophers. 
Justin,  who  frankly  admits  the  delight  he  took  in  the 
writings  of  Plato  ^  and  other  Greek  philosophers,  was 
well  aware  how  Socrates  and  Plato  had  enunciated  the 
doctrine  of  the  Logos,^  although  he  contends  that  they 
borrowed  it  from  the  writings  of  Moses,  and  with  a 
largeness  of  mind  very  uncoromon  in  the  early  Church, 
and  indeed,  we  might  add,  in  any  age,  he  held  Socrates 
and  such  philosophers  to  have   been  Christians,  even 

^  *0  Tov  ^yffi6vos  h6yoiy  km  fj  inufn^f^  kclL  fiainXuaf  bwofiis  ovrov*  rovrciv 
yap  6  T€  ovpa»6s  koX  avfiiras  6  Kdcftos  tarL     De  Profiigis,  §  19. 

*  Kal  6  A6yos  Sc  rov  B(ov  vir€pdy(a  7ravr6s  €<m  tov  xdo-fiov,  mi  irpta-fivTaTos 
Koi  ytvucuTOTos  tS>v  oaa  yeyovt.  Leg.  AUeg.,  iii.  §  61,  Mang,,  i.  121 ;  cf. 
De  Somniis,  i.  §  41,  Mang,,  i.  656. 

'  Quia  rerum  div.  Heres.,  §  42,  Mang,^  i.  501. 

^  **  Das  Wort  (Logos)  Gottee  ist  der  Sohn  desselben."  Wann  wurden, 
11.  8.  w.,  p.  32. 

'O  \6yo£  dc  TOV  B(ov  iarw  6  vlhs  avrov,     Apol.,  i.  63. 

*  **  Da  sie  nicht  alles  was  dem  Logos,  welcher  Ghristas  ist,  angehort 
erkannten,  so  liaben  sie  oft  einander  widersprechendes  gesagt." 

'E7rftfii7  bi  ov  navra  to.  tov  A6yov  ryvwpto-av,  Ss  iari  Xptor^r,  Koi  ivavria 
iavroU  ttoXKokis  tlnov.    Apol.,  ii.  10. 
«  Apol.,ii.  12  ;  cf.  Dial.,  2  ff. 
7  Apol.,  i.  60,  &c.,  &c. ;  cf.  5. 
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although  they  had  been  considered  Atheists.*  As  they 
did  not  of  course  know  Christ  to  be  the  Logos,  he  makes 
the  assertion  just  quoted.  Now  the  only  point  in  the 
passage  which  requires  notice  is  the  identification  of  the 
Logos  with  Jesus,  which  has  already  been  dealt  with, 
and  as  this  was  asserted  in  the  Apocalypse  xix.  13, 
before  the  fourth  Gospel  was  written,  no  evidence  in  its 
favour  is  deducible  from  the  statement.  We  shall  have 
more  to  say  regarding  this  presently. 

Tischendorf  continues  :  "  But  in  like  manner  through 
the  Word  of  God,  Jesus  Christ  our  Saviour  having  been 
made  flesh,"^  &c. 

It  must  be  apparent  that  the  doctrine  here  is  not  that 
of  the  fourth  Gospel  which  makes  "  the  word  become 
flesh  "  simply,  whilst  Justin,  representing  a  less  advanced 
form,  and  more  uncertain  stage,  of  its  development, 
draws  a  distinction  between  the  Logos  and  Jesus,  and 
describes  Jesus  Christ  as  being  made  flesh  by  the  power 
of  the  Logos.  This  is  no  accidental  use  of  words,  for  he 
repeatedly  states  the  same  fact,  as  for  instance :  "  But 
why  through  the  power  of  the  Word,  according  to  the 
will  of  God  the  Father  and  Lord  of  all,  he  was  born  a 
man  of  a  Virgin,"^  &c. 

Tischendorf  continues  :  "  To  these  passages  out  of  the 
short  second  Apology  we  extract  from  the  first  (cap.  33).* 

'  Apol.,  i.  46. 

'  *  *  Vermittels  des  Worts  (Logos)  Gk)ttes  ist  Jesus  Ohristus  unser  Holland 
Fleisch  geworden  {a-apKowoirjBfh),**     Wann  warden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  32. 

dXX*  8v  rpdirov  bih  Aoyov  6tov  acLpKxmoiifQeXs  *lij<rovs  XpiaT6s  6  2wTrjp  i^/iwi', 
JC.T.X.     Apol.  i.  66. 

'  At  fjv  ^ahlav  dti  bvvdfi€<as  tov  A6yov  Korh  rfjv  rov  JJarpbs  Travrmv  Ka\ 
^€(rrr6rov  Q€ov  /SovX^v,  ^ih  leapQtvov  Spdpomos  ojreKvrjBriy  x.r.X.     Apol.,  i.  46. 

*  This  is  an  error.  Several  of  the  preceding  passages  are  out  of  the 
first  Apology.  No  references,  however,  are  given  to  the  source  of  any 
of  them.    We  have  added  them. 
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By  the  Spirit,  therefore,  and  power  of  God  (in  reference 
to  Luke  i.  35  :  *  The  Holy  Spirit  shall  come  upon  thee, 
and  the  power  of  the  Highest  shall  overshadow  thee ')  we 
have  nothing  else  to  understand  but  the  Logos,  which  is 
the  first-born  of  God."^ 

Here  again  we  have  the  same  diflFerence  from  the 
doctrine  of  the  fourth  Gospel  which  we  have  just  pointed 
out,  which  is,  however,  so  completely  in  agreement  with 
the  views  of  Philo,^  and  characteristic  of  a  less  developed 
form  of  the  idea.  We  shall  further  refer  to  the  termi- 
nology hereafter,  and  meantime  we  proceed  to  the  last 
illustration  given  by  Tischendorf. 

" Out  of  the  Dialogue  (c.  105):  'For  that  he  was  the 
only-begotten  of  the  Father  of  all,  in  peculiar  wise 
Ijegotten  of  him  as  Word  and  Power  (Swa/tts),  and 
afterwards  became  man  through  the  Virgin,  as  we  have 
learnt  from  the  Memoirs,  I  have  already  stated/  ''^ 

The  allusion  here  is  to  the  preceding  chapters  of  the 
Dialogue,  wherein,  with  special  reference  (c.  100)  to  the 
passage  which  has  a  parallel  in  Luke  i.  35,  quoted  by 
Tischendorf  in  the  preceding  illustration,  Justin  narrates 
the  birth  of  Jesus. 

*  "  XJnter  dem  Geiste  nun  und  der  Kraft  von  Gott  (zu  Luk.  i.  35,  *  der 
heilige  G^ist  wird  ilber  dich  kommen  und  die  Kraft  des  Hochsten  wird 
dich  iiberscliatten/)  haben  wir  nichte  anders  zu  verstehen  als  den  Logos, 
welcher  der  Erstgeborne  Gottes  ist."    Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  32. 

T6  7rP€Vfia  olv  kcu  r^u  ^vvofuu  rffu  iraph  rov  $€ov  ovdcy  ShXo  vwiaai  dtfus,  fj 
t6v  A6yoVj  ts  Kai  irpcor^rroKos  t^  Bt^  cWi,  jc.t.X.     Apol.,  i.  33. 

'  Cf.  O/r&rer,  Gesch.  des  Urchristentliums,  1835,  I.  i.  pp.  229—243. 

'  Aus  dem  Dialog  (Kap.  105) :  "  Dass  derselbe  dem  Vater  des  Alia 
eingeboren  in  einziger  Weise  aus  ihm  heraus  als  Wort  (Logos)  und  Kraft 
(dvva/iir)  gezeugt  worden  und  bemacb  Mensch  vermittels  der  Jung- 
frau  Maria  geworden,  wie  wir  aus  den  Denkwiirdigkeiten  gelemt  haben, 
das  babe  ich  vorber  dargelegt."    Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  32. 

Movoytvfis  yhp  ori  ^v  r^  Uarpl  t&v  okav  otros,  IBUas  €(  avTov  A&yos  Koi 
ivvofiis  yty€yrffi€voSt  Koi  vartpou  SvOpwrros  dm  Trjs  irapBivov  y€v6fi€V09,  its  atr6 
Ttav  a7rofiyr)fiov€VfAaTCi>p  ifioBofitv,  irpo€hriKx$><ra,     Dial.  C.  Trypb.,  105. 
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This  reference  very  appropriately  leads  us  to  a  more 
general  discussion  of  the  real  source  of  the  terminology 
and  Logos  doctrine  of  Justin.  We  do  not  propose,  in 
this  work,  to  enter  fully  into  the  history  of  the  Logos 
doctrine,  and  we  must  confine  ourselves  strictly  to 
showing,  in  the  most  simple  manner  possible,  that  not 
only  is  there  no  evidence  whatever  that  Justin  derived 
his  ideas  regarding  it  from  the  fourth  Gospel,  but  that, 
on  the  contrary,  his  terminology  and  doctrine  can  be 
traced  to  another  source.  Now,  in  the  very  chapter 
(100)  from  which  this  last  illustration  is  taken,  Justin 
shows  clearly  whence  he  derives  the  expression  :  "  only- 
begotten."  In  chap.  97  he  refers  to  the  Ps.  xxii. 
(Sept.  xxi.)  as  a  prophecy  applying  to  Jesus,  quotes  the 
whole  Psalm,  and  comments  upon  it  in  the  following 
chapters  ;  refers  to  Ps.  ii.  7  :  "  Thou  art  my  Son,  this  day 
have  I  begotten  thee,"  uttered  by  the  voice  at  the 
baptism,  in  ch.  103,  in  illustration  of  it;  and  in  ch.  105 
he  arrives,  in  his  exposition  of  it,  at  Verse  20  :  "  Deliver 
my  soul  from  the  sword,  and  my^  only-begotten 
(lJLov&Y€vfj)  from  the  hand  of  the  dog.''  Then  follows  the 
passage  we  are  discussing,  in  which  Justin  afl^ms  that 
he  has  proved  that  he  was  the  only-begotten  (jxouoyanjf;) 
of  the  Father,  and  at  the  close  he  again  quotes  the  verse 
as  indicative  of  his  sufferings.  The  Memoirs  are  referred 
to  in  regard  to  the  fulfilment  of  this  prophecy,  and  his 
birth  as  man  through  the  Virgin.  The  phrase  in  Justin 
is  quite  different  from  that  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  i.  14  : 
"  And  the  Word  became  flesh  {o-ap^  iyQ/€To)  and  taber- 
nacled among  us,  and  we  beheld  his  glory,  glory  as  of 
the  only-begotten  from  the  Father  "  (a>s  /lovoyci/ov^s  irapa 
Trarpds),  &c.     In  Justin  he  is  "  the  only-begotten  of  the 

*  This  should  probably  be  **  thy." 
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Father  of  alF'  (/xoi/oyci^s  r^  Harpl  rwv  oXcov),  and  he 
**  became  man  {avdpoiiro^  yo^ofccj/os)  through  the 
Virgin,"  and  Justin  never  once  employs  the  peculiar 
terminology  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  aap^  iyit/ero,  in  any 
part  of  his  writings. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  however  the  Christian 
doctrine  of  the  Logos  may  at  one  period  of  its  develop- 
ment have  been  influenced  by  Greek  philosophy,  it  was 
in  its  central  idea  mainly  of  Jewish  origin,  and  the  mere 
application  to  an  individual  of  a  theory  which  had  long 
occupied  the  Hebrew  mind.  After  the  original  simplicity 
which  represented  God  as  holding  personal  intercourse 
with  the  Patriarchs,  and  communing  face  to  face  with 
the  great  leaders  of  Israel,  had  been  outgrown,  an  increas- 
ing tendency  set  in  to  shroud  the  Divinity  in  impene- 
trable mystery,  and  to  regard  him  as  unapproachable 
and  undiscernible  by  man.  This  led  to  the  recognition 
of  a  Divine  representative  and  substitute  of  the  Highest 
God  and  Father,  who  communicated  with  his  creatures, 
and  through  whom  alone  he  revealed  himself.  A  new 
system  of  interpretation  of  the  ancient  traditions  of  the 
nation  was  rendered  necessary,  and  in  the  Septuagint 
translation  of  the  Bible  we  are  fortunately  able  to  trace 
the  progress  of  the  theory  which  culminated  in  the 
Christian  doctrine  of  the  Logos.  Wherever  in  the 
sacred  records  God  had  been  represented  as  holding 
intercourse  with  man,  the  translators  either  symbolized 
the  appearance  or  interposed  an  angel,  who  was  after- 
wards understood  to  be  the  Divine  Word.  The  first 
name  imder  which  the  Divine  Mediator  was  known  in 
the  Old  Testament  was  Wisdom  (So<^ia),  although  in 
itB  Apocrypha  the  term  Logos  was  not  unknown.  The 
personification  of  the  idea  was  very  rapidly  efiectcd,  and 
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in  the  Book  of  Proverbs,  as  well  as  in  the  later 
Apocrypha  ba*ed  upon  it :  the  Wisdom  of  Solomon, 
and  the  Wisdom  of  Sirach :  "  Ecclesiasticus,"  we  find 
it  in  ever  increasing  clearness  and  concretion.  In 
the  School  of  Alexandria  the  active  Jewish  intellect 
eagerly  occupied  itself  with  the  speculation,  and  in  the 
writings  of  Philo  especially  we  find  the  doctrine  of  the 
Logos — the  term  which  by  that  time  had  almost  entirely 
supplanted  that  of  Wisdom — elaborated  to  almost  its  final 
point,  and  wanting  little  or  nothing  but  its  application 
in  an  incarnate  form  to  an  individual  man  to  represent 
the  doctrine  of  the  earlier  Canonical  writings  of  the  New 
Testament,  and  notably  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews, — 
the  work  of  a  Christian  Philo,* — the  Pauline  Epistles, 
and  lastly  the  fourth  Gospel.^ 

In  Proverbs  viii.  22  fi*.,  we  have  a  representation  of 
Wisdom  corresponding  closely  with  the  prelude  to  the 
fourth  Gospel,  and  still  more  so  with  the  doctrine 
enimciated  by  Justin :  22.  "  The  Lord  created  me 
the  Beginning  of  his  ways  for  his  works.  23.  Before 
the  ages  he  established  me,  in  the  beginning  before  he 
made  the  earth.  24.  And  before  he  made  the  abysses, 
before  the  springs  of  the  waters  issued  forth.  25. 
Before  the  mountains  were  settled,  and  before  all  the 

*  Eivald  freely  recognises  that  the  author  of  this  Epistle,  written 
about  A.D.  66,  transferred  Philo's  doctiine  of  the  Logos  to  Christianity. 
Apollos,  whom  he  considers  its  probable  author,  impregnated  the  Apostle 
Paul  with  the  doctrine.  Oesch.  des  V.  Isr.,  vi.,  p.  474  f.,  p.  638  ff. ; 
Das  Sendschr.  an  d.  Hebraer,  p.  9  f. 

*  Compare  generally  O/rorer,  Gesch.  des  XJrchristenthums,  L  1,  1 
und  2  Abth.,  1835 ;  Keferstein,  Philo's  Lehre  v.  d.  gottl.  Mittelwesen, 
1846 ;  Vacherot,  Hist  crit.  de  I'Ecole  d'Alexandrie,  1846,  i.  p.  125  ff. ; 
Dtlaunay,  Philon  d*Alexandiie,  1867,  i.  p.  40  ff. ;  Francky  La  Kabbale, 
1843.  p.  269  ff..  293  ff. ;  Hilgenfdd,  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  292  ff. ;  Niedner, 
Zeitschr.  f.  hist.  TheoL,  1849,  h.  3,  p.  337—381 ;  Lucke,  Comm.  Evaug. 
Joh.,  i.  p.  283  ff. ;  cf.  p.  210  ff. 
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hiUs  he  begets  me.  26.  God  made  the  country  and 
the  desert  and  the  highest  places  which  are  inhabited 
under  the  sky.  27.  When  he  prepared  the  heavens  I  was 
present  with  him,  and  when  he  set  his  throne  upon  the 
winds,  28,  and  made  strong  the  high  clouds,  and  the 
deeps  under  the  heaven  made  secure,  29,  and  made 
strong  the  foundations  of  the  earth,  30,  I  w^as  with 
him  adjusting,  I  was  that  in  which  he  delighted ;  daily 
I  rejoiced  in  his  presence  at  all  times."*  In  the 
"Wisdom  of  Solomon"  we  find  the  writer  addressing 
God  :  ix.  1  .  .  .  *'  Who  hast  made  all  things  by  thy 
Word  "  (o  TTOLija-a^  ra  Trmna  iv  Aoyo>  crov)  ;  and  further 
on  in  the  same  chapter,  v.  9,  "  And  Wisdom  was  with 
thee  who  knoweth  thy  works,  and  was  present  when 
thou  madest  the  world,  and  knew  what  was  acceptable 
in  thy  sight,  and  right  in  thy  commandments."^  In 
verse  4,  the  wiiter  prays  :  "  Give  me  Wisdom  that  sittcth 
by  thy  throne"  (Aos  /tot  rr^v  royp  aSiv  dpopwp  ndpehpop 
a-o^iav)?  In  a  similar  way  the  son  of  Sirach  makes 
Wisdom  say  (Ecclesiast  xxiv.  9)  :  "  He  (the  Most  High) 
created  me  from  the  beginning  before  the  world,  and 
as  long  as  the  world  I  shall  not  fail."*     We  have  already 

'  Ffoyerbs  Tiii.  22.  Kvpcor  ftcriai  lu  apx^v  odStv  avrov  cir  ?pya  avrovj 
23.  frp6  rov  aiS>vos  «3€fi€\i<oa'€  fi€,  iv  ap)(j  irp6  tov  rrfv  yrjv  iroirjacUf  24.  /cm 
tr/>o  TOV  T^y  a^v<r<rovt  iroi^o-m,  irpo  rov  irpotkBdv  ras  mfyas  r&v  vbarvp*  25. 
npo  TOV  Sptj  idpaoBrjvatj  nph  dc  9ravr<ov  /Sovvcov,  ytmf^  fit,  26.  Kvpios  tiroirja-e 
X^i>pas  Kal  aoucrjrovSt  /col  Sxpa  ohcovfitva  rrjs  inr  ovpopZiv.  27.  'Hvuca  r/roifia^e 
T09  ovpaybv,  avfiTrapTjUTjv  avr^y  km  or€  d<f>oi>pi^f  rov  iavrov  Bp6vov  cV*  avtyMV^ 
28.  Kcu  m  Itrxypa  iiroUi  ra  Sam  Vfff^JJi  kcu  oas  aoipakds  erlBti  infyhs  Trjs  vjr 
ovpav6uf  29.  Kal  a>f  laxyph  iiroiti  ra  BefiiXta  rfjs  yrjst  30.  ^firjv  Trap*  avr^ 
dpfi6(ova-a'  iyi»  fjtiffv  J  irpoaixaipf*  Koff  Ijfiipay  h€  €if<f>patu6fiT}if  iv  irpoacmc^ 
avrov  iv  ttovtI  jcmp^,  K.r.X.     Sept.  vers. 

'  Kfli  fiera  (rov  ^  <ro(l}ia  Tf  etdvia  rh  tfpya  <rov,  kcu  irapovaa  &r€  iiroUis  rov 
Koa-fjLOVf  Koi  imoTafiivT)  rt  aptarhv  iv  6(f>BdKfuns  <roVt  /cat  ri  tvBis  iv  ivroXaXs  aov 
Wisdom  of  Solom.,  ix.  9.  ■  Of.  ch.  viii.— xi. 

*  JIp6  rov  alSivog  our  apx^js  (KTuri  /i€,  /col  €»s  al&vos  ov  /a^  €#eXtira>.  Eccle- 
siastic, xxiy.  9. 
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incidentally  seen  how  these  thoughts  grew  into  an 
elaborate  doctrine  of  the  Logos  in  the  works  of  Philo. 

Now  Justin,  whilst  he  nowhere  adopts  the  terminology 
of  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  nowhere  refers  to  its  intro- 
ductory condensed  statement  of  the  Logos  doctrine, 
closely  follows  Philo  and,  like  him,  traces  it  back  to 
the  Old  Testament  in  the  most  direct  way,  accounting 
for  the  interposition  of  the  divine  Mediator  in  precisely 
the  same  manner  as  Philo,  and  expressing  the  views 
which  had  led  the  Seventy  to  modify  the  statement  of 
the  Hebrew  original  in  their  Greek  translation.  He  is,  in 
fact,  thoroughly  acquainted  with  the  history  of  the  Logos 
doctrine  and  its  earlier  enunciation  under  the  symbol  of 
Wisdom,  and  his  knowledge  of  it  is  clearly  independent 
of,  and  antecedent  to,  the  statements  of  the  fourth 
Gospel. 

Keferring  to  various  episodes  of  the  Old  Testament  in 
which  God  is  represented  as  appearing  to  Moses  and  the 
Patriarchs,  and  in  which  it  is  said  that  "  God  went  up 
from  Abraham,''  ^  or  "  The  Lord  spake  to  Moses,"  ^  or  "  The 
Lord  came  down  to  behold  the  town,"  &c.,^  or  *'  God 
shut  Noah  into  the  ark,"*  and  so  on,  Justin  warns  his 
antagonist  that  he  is  not  to  suppose  that  "  the  unbegotten 
God "  {ayemrrjTo^  6^6^)  did  any  of  these  things,  for  he 
has  neither  to  come  to  any  place,  nor  walks,  but  from 
his  own  place,  wherever  it  may  be,  knows  everything 
although  he  has  neither  eyes  nor  ears.  Therefore  he 
could  not  talk  with  anyone,  nor  be  seen  by  anyone, 
and  none  of  the  Patriarchs  saw  the  Father  at  all,  but 
they  saw  "  him  who  was  according  to  his  will  both  his 
Son  (being  God)  and  the  Angel,  in  that  he  ministered  to 

»  Gen.  xviii.  22.  »  Exod.  vi.  29. 

'  Gen.  xi.  5.  *  Gen.  vii.  16. 
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Lis  purpose,  whom  also  he  willed  to  be  bom  man  by  the 
Virgin,  who  became  fire  when  he  spoke  with  Moses  from 
the  bush/^^  He  refers  throughout  his  writings  to  the 
various  appearances  of  God  to  the  Patriarchs,  all  of 
which  he  ascribes  to  the  pre-existent  Jesus,  the  Word,^ 
and  in  the  very  next  chapter,  after  alluding  to  some  of 
these,  he  says  :  '*  he  is  called  Angel  because  he  came 
to  men,  since  by  him  the  decrees  of  the  Father  are 
announced  to  men  ...  At  other  times  he  is  also  called 
Man  and  human  being,  because  he  appears  in  such  forms 
as  the  Father  wills,  and  they  call  him  Logos  because  he 
bears  the  communications  of  the  Father  to  mankind."^ 

Justin,  moreover,  repeatedly  refers  to  the  fact  that  he 
was  called  Wisdom  by  Solomon,  and  quotes  the  passage 
we  have  indicated  in  Proverbs.  In  one  place  he  says,  in 
proof  of  his  assertion  that  the  God  who  appeared  to 
Moses  and  the  Patriarchs  was  distinguished  from  the 
Father,  and  was  in  fact  the  Word  (ch.  66 — 70)  :  "  An- 


^  dXX'  (Ktlifov  t6v  Kctrh  povX^ifrrpf  ^Ktivov  xal  B€hv  (ivra  vlovavrov,  koi  Syytkop 
(K  Tov  vtrrfpertuf  tJ  yvc^y^H  ovrov*  tv  Kcii  SvBpamov  ytwrjOfjvai  biit  rrjs  'napBivov 
PefiovKrfrat'  ts  Koi  irvp  7roT€  ytyovt  rfj  irphs  Ma>v<r€a  SfiiXiq.  tJ  ajr6  rfjs  ^arov. 
Dial.  127 ;  cf.  128,  63  ;  cf.  Philo,  De  Somniis,  i.  §§  11  f.,  Mang.,  i.  630  f. ; 
§  31.  «6.,  L  648;  §§  33  ff.,  ib.,  i.  649  ff. ;  §§  39  ff.,  ib,,  i.  655  ff. 
Nothing  in  fact  could  show  more  clearly  the  indebtedness  of  Justin  to 
Philo  than  this  argument  (Dial.  100)  regcuxling  the  inapplicability  of  such 
descriptions  to  the  **  unbegotten  God."  Philo  in  one  treatise  from  which 
we  are  constantly  obliged  to  take  passages  as  parallels  for  those  of  Justin 
(de  Confusione  linguarum)  argues  from  the  very  same  text :  **  The  Lord 
went  down  to  see  that  city  and  tower/'  almost  in  the  very  same  words  as 
Justin,  §  27.     The  passage  is  unfortunately  too  long  for  quotation. 

2  Dial.  56,  57,  58,  59,  60,  126,  127,  128,  &c.,  &c. ;  ApoL,  i.  62,  63;  cf. 
Fhiloy  Vita  Mosis,  §§  12  ff.,  Mavgey,  i.  91  ff. ;  Leg.  Alleg.,  iii.  §§  25  ff., 
t6.,  i.  103  f.,  &c.,  &c. 

*  .  .  .  .  "hyytkov  KokfiaBai  iv  tJ  irphs  avBpwrovi  7rpo6h(^y  artidfi  Bt  avrijs  ra 
napa  rov  Uarpbs  tois  avBpinroii  dyyAXcroi*  ....  &^/xx  dc  irart  Koi  Svdpcmov 
KokturBaij  cVcid^  iv  puopK^HUs  roiavrcus  (rxrffurriCofKvos  (JHiivercUy  altnrfp  /SovXcroi 
6  UaTTjp''  Koi  A6yop  Kakovciv,  err€ib^  kqI  ras  rraph  tov  JlaTp6s  Sfiikiag  </>cpci  rots 
dvOp^mots.    Dial.  128 ;  cf.  Apol.  i.  63 ;  Dial,  60. 
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other  testimony  I  will  give  you,  my  friends,  I  said,  from 
the  Scriptures  that  God  begat  before  all  of  the  creatures 
[npo  Tram<av  rSiv  fcrio'iMTiov)  a  Beginning  (a/)>f7^)'*  * 
certain  rational  Power  (Swa/iiv  XoyiKriv)  out  of  himself, 
who  is  called  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  now  the  Glory  of  the 
Lord,  then  the  Son,  again  Wisdom,  again  Angel,  again 
God,  and  again  Lord  and  Logos ;"  &c.,  and  a  little 
further  on  :  "  The  Word  of  Wisdom  will  testify  to  me, 
who  is  himself  this  God  begotten  of  the  Father  of  the 
universe,  and  Word,  and  Wisdom,  and  Power  (Swo/itg), 
and  being  the  Glory  of  the  Begetter,"  &c.,^  and  he 
quotes,  from  the  Septuagint  version.  Proverbs  viii. 
22 — 36,  part  of  which  we  have  given  above,  and  indeed, 
elsewhere  (ch.  129),  he  quotes  the  passage  a  second  time 
as  evidence,  with  a  similar  context.  Justin  refers  to  it 
again  in  the  next  chapter,  and  the  peculiarity  of  his 
terminology  in  all  these  passages,  so  markedly  different 
and  indeed  opposed  to  that  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  will 
naturally  strike  the  reader :  "But  this  oflFspring  {yanrrjfia) 
being  truly  brought  forth  by  thfe  Father  was  with  the 
Father  before  all  created  beings  (npo  7rdin-a)p  t&v  ttoltj' 
fiaTcov),  and  the  Father  communed  with  him,  as  the 
Logos  has  declared  through  Solomon,  that  also  a  Begin- 
ning (oipxo)  before  all  of  the  created  beings  (irpo  irainoyv 
r(op  TTOLTfixaTiov)  was  begotten,  the  offspring  (ya/vrj/ia)  of 
the   Father,  who  is  called  Wisdom  by  Solomon,"  &c.' 

>  Cf.  Apoa,  iii.  14. 

^  Maprrvpiov  de  koL  SXXo  vfiiv^  &  (ftikoi,  €<l>r)Vf  mr^  rap  ypai(l>wv  boxrmf  arc 
Apxn^  irp6  irdvTc^v  rS>v  KTia-fiarnv  6  ©fAf  yrytw/iyicc  bvvaiiiv  nva  c^  covrov 
Xoyuc^v,  ijTis  Koi  ^6(a  Kvpiov  V!r6  tov  TIP€Vfictros  rov  6yiov  jcaXelroi,  ^rorc  de  Yiof, 
wore  de  Sof^to,  irorc  dt  ^AyycXop,  irorc  ic  Q€6s,  Trore  5e  Kvpios  leal  Aiyot'  .  .  . 

MapTvprio'ti  de  fiot  6  \6yos  Trjs  (ro(f>las,  avrbs  il>p  o^tos  6  Qths  ajr6  rov  JIarp6s 
rcdP  Sk<ov  ytwrfitXs^  Ksii  Aoyos,  kcu  Sof^ui,  mil  AvvofuSf  icai  A($fa  rov  ytvp^trayros 
xmdpxov,  K.T,\.     Dial.  61. 

'  *AXXA  ToOro  TO  r^  5»ti  aw6  rov  Uarphs  npoffkrfBtp  ytpptjfjMf  npo  ir6vn»p  t^ 
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In  another  place  after  quoting  the  words  :  "  No  man 
knoweth  the  Father  but  the  Son,  nor  the  Son  but  the 
Father,  and  they  to  whom  the  Son  will  reveal  him,'' 
Justin  continues :  "  Therefore  he  revealed  to  us  all  that 
we  have  by  his  grace  understood  out  of  the  Scriptures, 
recognizing  him  to  be  indeed  the  first-begotten  (wpcDTo- 
T0/C09)  of  God,  and  before  all  of  the  creatiu'es  (irpo  irdprcDP 
tHu,  icTLo-fidTcou)  ....  and  calling  him  Son,  we  have 
recognized  that  he  proceeded  from  the  Father  by  his 
power  and  will  before  all  created  beings  (irpo  Trdm-cDv 
TroLTfixdrfov),  for  in  one  form  or  another  he  is  spoken  of 
in  the  writings  of  the  prophets  as  Wisdom,''  &c.  ;*  and 
again,  in  two  other  places  he  refers  to  the  same  fact.^ 

On  further  examination,  we  find  on  every  side  still 
stronger  confirmation  of  the  conclusion  that  Justin 
derived  his  Logos  doctrine  from  the  Old  Testament  and 
Philo,  together  with  early  New  Testament  writings. 
We  have  quoted  several  passages  in  which  Justin  details 
the  various  names  of  the  liOgos,  and  we  may  add  one 
more.  Referring  to  Ps.  Ixxii.,  which  the  Jews  apply  to 
Solomon,  but  which  Justin  maintains  to  be  applicable  to 
Christ,  he  says  :  "  For  Christ  is  King,  and  Priest,  and 
God,  and  Lord,  and  Angel,  and  Man,  and  Captain,  and 
Stone,  and  a  Son  bom  (iratSiov  yeupco/ia/ov),  &c.  &c.,  as  I 
prove  by  all  of  the  Scripturea"^    Now  these  representa- 

froiTffiarw  avvrjv  r^  Harpi,  Koi  rovr^  6  Ilar^p  npoaofiiXfi,  m  6  AiSyos  diA  rot) 
^aKofiS)vo9  cdi^XcMTCv,  ori  Koi  'Ap;^^  irph  iravnov  tS>v  iroifffiarav  tovt  airrb  Ka\ 
ytvyrjfJM  vrrh  rov  Q(ov  iyry€VinfjTOf  t  2o<l)ia  dti  2oXofi&vos  JcoXeTroi,  ic.t.X. 
Dial.  62. 

*  'AitckoXv^cv  oiv  ^fiip  nayra  o<ra  koi  an6  tS>v  ypaxfiStv  Bia  r^f  x^P""^^  ourov 
vtvorjKOfifVj  yv6vT€s  avrhv  TTpon&roKOV  fUv  rov  Gcov,  #cal  irp^  ndtn-cav  Ta>p 
icriafioTwv'  .  .  .  .  icoi  Yi6v  avrbv  Xtyovrts,  pfvoriKafi€Ui  koi  np6  nayrap  iroirj- 
fiarap,  an6  rov  Harpbs  bvpofiti  avrov  kcu  ^SovXg  irpotXBdpra  ts  kcH  Scx^m,  K.r,\, 
Dial.  100.  2  Dial.,  126,  129. 

*  'O  yap  Xpiarhs  BacriXfw,  mi  'Icpcvr,  km  Oc^r,  kcu  Kvpios^  ical*Ayy«Xof,  kcu 
"Ap^pwrros,  Koi  ^ ApxiaTpanfyoSt  koi  \iBos,  koi  naidiopy€PPoi>fi€PoPy  /c.t.X.  Dial.  34. 
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tions,  which  are  constantly  repeated  throughout  Justin's 
writings,  are  quite  opposed  to  the  Spirit  of  the  fourth 
Gospel,  but  are  on  the  other  hand  equally  common  in  the 
-works  of  Philo,  and  many  of  them  also  to  be  found  in 
the  Philonian  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews.  Taking  the  chief 
amongst  them  we  may  briefly  illustrate  them.  The 
Logos  as  King,  Justin  avowedly  derives  from  the  Ps. 
Ixxii.,  in  which  he  finds  that  reference  is  made  to  the 
"  Everiasting  King,  that  is  to  say  Christ."  *  We  find  this 
representation  of  the  Logos  throughout  the  writings  of 
Philo.  In  one  place  already  briefly  referred  to,^  but 
which  we  shall  now  more  fully  quote,  he  says  :  "  For  God 
as  Shepherd  and  King  governs  according  to  Law  and 
justice  like  a  flock  of  sheep,  the  earth,  and  water,  and 
air,  and  fire,  and  all  the  plants  and  living  things  that 
are  in  them,  whether  they  be  mortal  or  divine,  as  well  as 
the  course  of  heaven,  and  the  periods  of  sun  and  moon, 
and  the  variations  and  harmonious  revolutions  of  the 
other  stars ;  appointing  his  true  Word  {rov  opdhv  axnov 
Aoyov)  his  first-begotten  Son  {^porroyovov  vlov)  to  have 
the  care  of  this  sacred  flock  as  the  substitute  of  the  great 
King  '"  *  and  a  little  further  on,  he  says :  "  veiy  reason- 
ably, therefore,  he  will  assume  the  name  of  a  King,  being 
addressed  as  a  Shepherd."*  In  another  place,  Philo 
speaks  of  the    "  Logos,  governor  of  the  world,  and  his 

>  Dial,  34.  «  p.  274. 

*  KoBairtp  yap  riva  irolfjonjp  ytjv  ical  v^p  xal  ac/xi  xal  irvp  koI  San  tv  rovrots 
ffyvrd  T€  a5  mzl  fwo,  ra  fuv  OvrjT^^  tA  Se  dtuiy  en  di  ovpavov  <l>v<rw  Koi  rfkiov  Koi 
atkrivrjs  ir€pi6dovs  km  tS>v  SXX<ov  daT€p<av  rponds  re  a^  kblL  x'^P^^  tvapfiovlow 
a>s  noLfirfv  koi  Baaikeifs  6  debs  3y€i  Kara  ducijv  kc^  if6fiov,  irpoarrfo'dfievot  rhv 
opdhv  avTov  A6yov,  irpwr6yovov  vUv,  ts  r^v  €iri/A€\euxy  rrjs  Upas  ravirjs  dy{krfs 
old  rts  fieyakov  ^acriXccor  vn'apxos  diadt^ai,  De  Agrioult.,  §  12,  Mangey^ 
i.  308. 

^  E^ie<$ro»r  roiwv  6  fi€v  /3a<r<Xca>r  6vofjM  vmbva-eraiy  iroifi^  frpoa-ayoptvBeisf 
K,T.\.  §  14,  cf,  De  Profagis,  §  20,  Mang.,  i.  662 ;  De  Sonmiis,  ii.  §  37, 
Mang,,  i.  691. 
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creative  and  kiDgly  power,  for  by  them  the  heaven  and 
the  whole  world  were  made/'  ^ 

Then  if  we  take  the  second  epithet,  the  Logos  as 
Priest  (iepevs),  which  is  quite  foreign  to  the  fourth  Gos- 
pel, we  find  it  repeated  by  Justin,  as  for  instance  : 
*'  Christ  the  eternal  Priest "  (iepevs),^  and  it  is  not  only 
a  favourite  representation  of  Philo,  but  is  almost  the 
leading  idea  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  in  connection 
with  the  episode  of  Melchisedec,  in  whom  also  both 
Philo,*  and  Justin,*  recognize  the  Logos.  In  the  Epistle 
to  the  Hebrews,  vii.  3,  speaking  of  Melchisedec  :.  "  but 
likened  to  the  Son  of  God,  abideth  a  Priest  for  ever  :"  * 
again  in  iv.  14  :  *'  Seeing  then  that  we  have  a  great  High 
Priest  that  is  passed  through  the  heavens,  Jesus  the  Son 
of  Gt)d,"  &c.  ;^  ix.  11 :  "  Christ  having  appeared  a  High 
Priest  of  the  good  things  to  come  ;*''  xii.  21 :  "  Thou  art 
a  Priest  for  ever/'®  The  passages  are  indeed  far  too 
numerous  to  quote.^  They  are  equally  numerous  in  the 
writings  of  Philo.  In  one  place  already  quoted,^*^  he  says  : 
"  For  there  are  as  it  seems  two  temples  of  God,  one  of 
which  is  the  world,  in  which  the  High  Priest  is  the 
divine  Word,  the  first-begotten  Son  of  God  "  (Avo  yap. 


'  *0  Tov  fiy€yi6vos  A6yos,  Koi  jj  iroirjrucfi  Koi  PcurtKucrj  dvpafiig  avrov*  Toxmav 
yhp  6  T€  ovpavhs  icai  avfXTras  6  K6(rfi4)s  iari.  De  Proftigis,  §  19,  Mang,^  i. 
561 ;  cf.  de  Migrat.  Abrahami,  §  1,  Mang,,  i.  437. 

*  Dial.,  42.  »  Legis  Alleg.,  §  26,  Mang.,  i.  104,  &c.,  &o. 

*  Dial.,  34,  83,  &c.,  &o. 

*  .    .    .    .    a<l}Ofi4)UOfJL€VOg    di    T^    Vl^    TOV     OfOV,     fltVCl     UpfVS     (Is    t6    ^tipf€K€S, 

Heb.  Tii.  3. 

*  "'ExovTts  oZv  ap^upta  fieyav  difKrjKvO^Ta  roi/s  ovpavovs,  *lrj(rovv  t6v  vi&if  tov 
6€ov,  k,tX,    Heb.  iv.  14. 

^  XpuTTos  dc  irapayfv6fi€Pos  apx^tp^vs  t&v  /i€XXdvra>v  ayaB&v,  fc.T.X.  Heb* 
ix.  11. 

*  2v  Up€vs  fU  rhv  al&po.    Heb.  vii.  21. 

»  Heb.  vii.  11,  15,  17,  21  f.,  26  ff. ;  viii.  1  E ;  ii.  6,  17 ;  v.  5,  6,  10. 
*•  p.  274. 
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a>9  €OLK€u,  iepa  deov,  tv  /xev  oBe  6  Koafio^,  h/  ^  Koi  a/)X^" 
/)€V9,  6  npcjToyopo^  avrov  deios  Aoyos)}  Elsewhere, 
speaMng  of  the  period  for  the  return  of  fugitives,  the 
death  of  the  high  priest,  which  taken  literally  would 
embarrass  him  in  his  allegory,  Philo  says :  **  For  we 
maintain  the  High  Priest  not  to  be  a  man,  but  the  divine 
Word,  who  is  not  only  without  participation  in  voluntary 
but  also  free  from  involuntary  sins  ;"*  and  he  goes  on  to 
speak  of  this  priest  as  "  the  naost  sacred  Word ''  (6  icpco- 
raros  Aoyos).*  Indeed,  in  many  long  passages  he 
descants  upon  the  "  high  priest  Word  "  (6  apx^'^P^^ 
Aoyo9).* 

Proceeding  to  the  next  representations  of  the  Logos 
as  "  God  and  Lord,"  we  meet  with  the  idea  everywhere. 
In  Hebrews  i.  8  :  "  But  regarding  the  Son  he  saith  :  Thy 
throne,  0  God,  is  for  ever  and  ever'*  {wpos  ^  tov  viov 
*0  dpovo^  aov,  6  SeoSt  ^t?  tov  aUopa  tov  aicivo^),  &c., 
and  again  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Philippians,  ii,  6, 
"Who  (Jesus  Christ)  being  in  the  form  of  God^ 
deemed  it  not  grasping  to  be  equal  with  God" 
(o9  €V  lJiop(f)fQ  deov  v7rdpx(ov  ovy^  apiraypJov  rffrjaaTO  to 
€xvai  tea  deS),  &c.  &c.*  Philo,  in  the  fragment  preserved 
by  Eusebius,  to  which  we  have  already  referred,^  calls  the 
Logos  the  "  Second  God  "  {SevTepos  deos).''     In  another 


^  Philo,  De  Somniis,  i.  §  37,  Mangey,  i.  653. 

'  Ac-yo/icv  ydpt  t6v  apxitpia  ovk  civOpayiroVj  aXX^  Adyop  BtTop  tmuj  ndvroiv 
vvx  iKOvaUov  fiovov,  dXXa  fcal  okovo-udv  dbucrjfiamv  dfieroxop.  De  Profiigis, 
§  20,  Mang,,  i.  562.  Philo  continues:  that  this  priest,  the  Logos,  must 
be  pure,  '*  God  indeed  being  his  Father,  who  is  also  the  Father  of  aU 
things,  and  Wisdom  his  mother,  by  whom  the  universe  came  into  being." 
(iraTp6f  fuv  $€ov,  og  kol  rap  crvftTravrmp  cWi  narrjpf  firp-phs  de  2o<f>ias,  di  ^s 
T(i  S\a  ^\6€P  €ls  y€P€(np.) 

»  Ih,,  §  21.  *  De  Migrat.  Abrahami,  §  18,  Mang.,  i.  452. 

*  Cf.  verse  11.  •  p.  276. 

'  Fragm.  i.,  Mang,,  ii.  625;  cf.  Leg.  AUeg.,  ii.  §  21,  Mang,,  i.  83. 
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passage  he  has  ;  "  But  what  he  here  calls  God  is  his  most 
ancient  Word,"  &c,  {KoKel  Se  deov  top  Trpea-^vTaTov  avTov 
mnn  Aoyop)  ;^  and  a  little  further  on,  speaking  of  the  in- 
ability of  men  to  look  on  the  Father  himself :  '*  thus  they 
regard  the  image  of  God,  his  Angel  Word,  as  himself'' 
(ourci>9  KoX  TTjv  Tov  deov  elKova,  tov  ayyeKov  avrov  Aoyov, 
CW9  avroT/  KaraT/oovaLv).'^  Elsewhere  discussing  the  pos- 
sibility of  God's  swearing  by  himself,  which  he  applies  to 
the  Logos,  he  says  :  "  For  that  must  be  God  of  us 
imperfect  beings,  but  the  first  God  of  wise  and  perfect 
men.  And  Moses,  adoring  the  superiority  of  the  unbe- 
gotten  {ayeupijTov)  God,  says  :  *  And  thou  shalt  swear  by 
his  name,'  not  by  himself;  for  it  is  suflScient  for  the 
creature  to  receive  assurance  and  testimony  from  the 
WordofGod."^ 

It  is  certain,  however,  that  both  Justin  and  Philo, 
unlike  the  prelude  to  the  fourth  Gospel  i.  1,  place  the 
Logos  in  a  secondary  position  to  God  the  Father,  another 
point  indicating  a  less  advanced  stage  of  the  doctrine. 
Both  Justin  and  Philo  apply  the  term  deo^s  to  the  Logos 
without  the  article.  Justin  distinctly  says  that  Christians 
worship  Jesus  Christ  as  the  Son  of  the  true  God,  holding 
him  in  the  second  place  {iv  Sevrepa  x^P^  ^^i^c?),*  and 
this  secondary  position  is  systematically  defined  through 
Justin's  writings  in  a  very  decided  way,  as  it  is  in  the 
works  of  Philo  by  the  contrast  of  the  begotten  Logos 
with  the  imbegotten  God.    Justin  speaks  of  the  Word 

1  Fhilo,  De  Somniis,  i.  39,  Mavg.,  i.  655. 

'  De  Somniis,  i,  §  41,  Mang.^  i.  656. 

'  OItos  yhp  fjfji&v  rS>v  artkutv  hv  cl^  6969,  tS>v  dc  a'o<f>S>v  Kxii  rtkfiviv  6  wpSyros. 
KaX  Mayvaijs  fxevroi  rfjv  vn€ppoKfiv  Bavfxda-as  tov  dycw^Tov  <fnia-iv  "  Kal  t^ 
oi^/iort  avTov  ofiji,^^  ov^*  avr^'  Ikop^v  yhp  r^  ytmnfr^  Trtorovo*^  koc  futpTvpfi<r0«u 
A<^  ^€t^.    Leg.  Alleg.,  iii.  §  73,  Mang.y  i.  129. 

*  ApoL,  i.  13,  c£.  60,  where  he  shows  that  Plato  gives  the  second  place 
to  the  Logos. 
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as  "  the  first-bom  of  the  unbegotten  God  '*  {irpoTOTOKo^s 
T^  ay€ianjT(i)  de(o),^  and  the  distinctive  appellation  of 
the  "unbegotten  God ''applied  to  the  Father  is -most 
common  throughout  his  writings.*  We  may  in  con- 
tinuation of  this  remark  point  out  another  phrase  of 
Justin  which  is  continually  repeated,  but  is  thoroughly 
opposed  both  to  the  spirit  and  to  the  terminology  of  the 
fourth  Gospel,  and  which  likewise  indicates  the  secondary 
consideration  in  which  he  held  the  Logos.  He  calls  the 
Word  constantly  *'  the  first-bom  of  all  created  beings  " 
{irporroTOKos  tcjv  TravTO)v  voLTjfidrcjv,^  or  npwToroKo^  irpo 
TrdvTCJp  tS)v  KTLa-fidrcjv,'^  or  vpcjTOTOKo^  irdcrri^  /crtcrco)?,* 
"  the  first-born  of  all  creatures,"  echoing  the  expression 
of  CoL  i.  15.  (The  Son)  "  who  is  the  image  of  the  invi- 
sible (jod,  the  first-bom  of  all  creatures "  {ttpcdtotokos 
Trdcnjs  fcrCa-ea)^).  This  is  a  totally  different  view  from 
that  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  which  in  so  emphatic  a  manner 
enunciates  the  doctrine  :  "  In  the  beginning  was  the 
Word  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and  God  was  the 
Word,"  a  statement  which  Justin,  with  Philo,  only  makes 
in  a  very  modified  sense. 

To  return,  however,  the  next  representation  of  the 
Logos  by  Justin  is  as  "  Angel."  This  perpetually  recurs 
in  his  writings.^  In  one  place,  to  which  we  have  abeady 
referred,  he  says :  "  The  Word  of  God  is  his  Son,  as  we 
have  already  stated,  and  he  is  also  called  Angel  and 
Apostle,  for  he  declares  whatever  we  ought  to  know,  and 
is  sent  to  declare  whatever  is  disclosed."  ^     In  the  same 

*  ApoL,  i.  53,  compare  quotation  from  Philo,  p.  291,  note  2. 
«  ApoL,  i.  49,  Apol.,  ii.  6,  13;  Dial.,  126,  127. 

»  Dial.,  62,  84,  100,  &c,  &c. 

*  Dial,  61,  100,  125,  129,  &c.,  &c.  »  Dial.,  85,  138,  &o. 

*  Apol.,  i  63;  Dial.,  34,  56,  57,  58,  59,  60,  61,  127  ;  cf.  Apol.,  i.  6. 

^  *0  A6yos  dc  Tov  6€ov  iuriv  6  vl6s  avroi),  m  7rpo€<fnjfi€v  Koi  ^AyycXof  dc 
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chapter  reference  is  again  made  to  passages  quoted  for 
the  sake  of  proving :  "  that  Jesus  Christ  is  the  Son  and 
Apostle  of  Grod,  being  first  the  Word  and  appearing 
sometimes  in  the  form  of  fire,  and  sometimes  in  incorpo- 
real shapes  ; "  *  and  he  gives  many  illustrations.^  The 
passages,  however,  in  which  the  Logos  is  called  Angel, 
are  too  numerous  to  be  more  fully  dealt  with  here.  It  is 
scarcely  necessary  to  point  out  that  this  representation  of 
the  Logos  as  Angel,  is  not  only  foreign  to,  but  opposed 
to  the  spirit  of,  the  fourth  Gospel,  although  it  is 
thoroughly  in  harmony  with  the  writings  of  Philo. 
Before  illustrating  this,  however,  we  may  incidentally 
remark  that  the  ascription  to  the  Logos  of  the  name 
"  Apostle"  which  occurs  in  the  two  passages  just  quoted 
above,  as  well  as  in  other  parts  of  the  writings  of  Justin,' 
is  likewise  opposed  to  the  fourth  Gospel,  although  it  is 
foimd  in  earlier  writings,  exhibiting  a  less  developed  form 
of  the  Logos  doctrine ;  for  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews 
iii.  1,  has:  "  Consider  the  Apostie  and  High  Priest  of  our 
confession,  Jesus,''  &c.  {KaTapoij<raT€  top  anocrToXov  kol 
ap^iepia  rijs  6/ioXoyta9  i^ftSi'  'Itjctovj').  We  are,  in 
fact,  constantly  directed  by  the  remarks  of  Justin  to  other 
sources  of  the  Logos  doctrine,  and  never  to  the  fourth 
Gospel,  with  which  his  tone  and  terminology  in  no  way 
agree.  Everywhere  in  the  writings  of  Philo  we  meet 
with  the  Logos  as  Angel.  He  speaks  "of  the  Angel 
Word  of  God ''  in  a  sentence  already  quoted,*  and  else- 
where in  a  passage,  one  of  many  others,  upon  which  the 

/coXciroi,  Kcii  'ATTOOToXoy.  Avr^ff  yap  aTToyyeXXci  o<ra  Sci -yyoxr^wxt,  Koi  aTroorcX- 
Xrroi  fATfinxro^v  6<Ta  ayy^^f^f^f^  k,t.\.     Apol.,  i.  63. 

*  ort  vi^  Ofov  Kcu,  *A7r6aro\os  *lrj<rov5  6  Xpiar6s  eort,  irp^rfpop  A6yof  ^v^  xol 
eV  Ibiq,  irvpbg  ttotc  (ImvAsy  ttotc  5e  Koi  i»  eucdvi  da-c^futroiv,  ic.t.X.     ApoL,  i.  63. 

»  Cf.  Dial.,  56—60,  127,  128.  »  ApoL,  i.  12,  Ac. 

<  Philo,  De  Somniis,  i.  §  41,  Mang.,  i.  656,  soe  p.  291. 
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lines  of  Justin  which  we  are  now  considering  (as  well  as 
several  similar  passages)  *  are  in  all  probability  moulded. 
Philo  caUs  upon  men  to  "  strive  earnestly  to  be  fashioned 
according  to  God's  first-begotten  Word,  the  eldest  Angel, 
who  is  the  Archangel 'bearing  many  names,  for  he  is  called 
the  Beginning  (apx^,  and  Name  of  God,  and  Logos,  and 
the  Man  according  to  his  image,  <and  the  Seer  of  Israel.^ 
Elsewhere,  in  a  remarkable  passage,  he  says :  "  To  his 
Archangel  and  eldest  Word,  the  Father,  who  created  the 
universe,  has  given  the  supreme  gift  that  he  should  stand 
on  the  confines  separating  the  Creature  from  the  Creator, 
and  this  Word  is  for  ever  an  intercessor  before  the 
immortal  God  for  mortal  man  who  is  in  affliction  ;  he  is 
also  the  ambassador  of  the  Euler  to  his  subjects.  And 
he  rejoices  in  the  gift,  and  the  majesty  of  it  he  describes, 
saying :  *  And  I  stood  in  the  midst  between  the  Lord 

*  For  instance,  in  the  quotations  at  p.  286  f.  from  Dial.  61,  and  also  tliat 
from  Dial.  62,  in  which  the  Logos  is  also  called  the  Beginning  (apx^)« 
Both  Philo  and  Justin,  no  doubt,  had  in  mind  Proy.  yiii.  22.  In  Dial. 
100,  for  example,  there  is  a  passage,  part  of  which  we  have  quoted,  which 
reads  as  follows :  ''for  in  one  form  or  another  he  is  spoken  of  in  the 
writings  of  the  prophets  as  Wisdom,  and  the  Day,  and  the  East,  and  a 
8word,  and  a  Stone,  and  a  Hod,  and  Jacob,  and  Israel,  &c."  Now  in  the 
writings  of  Philo  these  passages  in  the  Old  Testament  are  discussed,  and 
applied  to  the  Logos,  and  one  in  particular  we  may  refer  to  as  an  iUns- 
tration.  Philo  says :  "I  have  also  heard  of  a  certain  associate  of  Moses 
haying  pronounced  the  following  saying :  '  Behold  a  man  whose  name  is 
the  East.'  (Zech.  yi.  12.)  A  most  noyel  designation  if  you  consider  it  to 
be  spoken  regarding  one  composed  of  body  and  soul,  but  if  regarding  that 
incorporeal  Being  who  does  not  differ  from  the  diyine  image,  you  will 
agree  that  the  name  of  the  East  is  perfectly  appropriate  to  him.  For  in- 
deed the  Father  of  the  Uniyerse  has  caused  this  eldest  son  {np€<rpvraTop 
vl6v)  to  rise  (avcTciXc),  whom  elsewhere  he  names  his  first-begotten 
(irpafr6yovov),  &c."  De  Confus.  Ling.,  §  14.  Can  it  be  doubted  that  Justin 
follows  Philo  in  such  exegesis  P 

•  .  .  .  .  a-novba{€Toi  Koap^7a6cu  KaTaT6v7rpcyr6yovov  avrov  A6yov,T6vSyYt\op 
irpfa-pvTOTOVf  a>s  apx^iyyt^ov  no\va>WfJLOP  vnapxovra*  Koi  yhp  apxfjt  «cal  ^yo/xa 
BtoVf  mi  A6yoSt  Koi  6  kot  tlK6va  opBpamos,  koI  6pS>v  *I(rpa^X  npoaxryopevmi, 
De  Confus.  Ling.,  $  28,  Mang.,  i.  427;  cf.  De  Migrat.  Abrahami,  §  31, 
Mang,,  i.  463. 
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and  you '  (Numbers  xvi  48).  For  he  was  neither  unbe- 
gotten  like  God,  nor  begotten  like  you,  but  between  the 
two  extremes,"  &a^  We  have  been  tempted  to  give  more 
of  this  passage  than  is  necessary  for  our  immediate  pur- 
pose, because  it  aflfords  the  reader  another  glimpse  of 
Philo's  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  and  generally  illustrates 
its  position  in  connection  with  the  Christian  doctrine. 

The  last  of  Justin's  names  which  we  shall  here  notice 
is  the  Logos  as  "  Man "  as  well  as  God.  In  another 
place  Justin  explains  that  he  is  sometimes  called  a  Man 
and  human  being,  because  he  appears  in  such  forms  as 
the  Father  wills.^  But  here  confining  ourselves  merely 
to  the  concrete  idea,  we  find  a  striking  representation  of 
it  in  1  Tim.  ii.  5  :  "  For  there  is  one  God  and  one 
mediator  between  God  and  man,  the  Man  Christ  Jesus  " 
(cf?  yap  deos,  eh  Koi  iiea-LTrjs  deov  Koi  aj/dpdmtov, 
aa/Opcjiros  Xpiaros  ^Irjaovs) ;  and  again  in  Rom.  v.  15  : 
"...  by  the  grace  of  the  one  man  Christ  Jesus  " 
{tov  €1^09  ai/dpamov  ^Irjcrov  'KpLaTov)y  as  well  as  other 
passages.^  We  have  already  seen  in  the  passage  quoted 
above  fcom  "  De  Confus.  Ling."  §  28,  that  Philo  mentions, 
among  the  many  names  of  the  Logos,  that  of  "  the  Man 
according  to  God's  image"  (6  icar  elKova  avdpumo^y^ 
or  "  the'  typical  man ").     If,  however,  we  pass  to  the 

*  T^  8e  apxayytXta  Ka\  nptadxTar^  Aoycp  btapeav  i(aip€Tov  edcDiccv  6  to  oXo 
y€vyfi(r<is  Trarfjpt  tva  fjL($6ptos  arhs  t6  y€w6fi€V0P  buucpivu  tov  9rc9rotiyicorof.  *0  ^ 
avrbs  Urn/r  fieV  eW«  tov  6vrfro\  Ki)paivovros  aei  itpiis  t6  il<f>0<iproPf  irpfcr/ScvT^ff 
d€  TOV  TfytfjMvos  7rp6s  t6  \mr)Koov,  AydXXrrai  8e  tVi  ry  bijupt^  koi  a'fp.wv6fi€vog 
aMfv  (Khiifytircu.  <^ao-fC6>v*  "Kai  eyo)  cioT^KCiv  avh  pLtvov  Kvpiov  koX  v/x«v'* 
(Num.  xvi.  48),  oft-c  ^(wrjros  i>s  6  $€6s  «5v,  oftrc  ytwtfrhs  «>;  vficif,  aK\h 
fAtaot  rSiP  wcpfov,  k.t.\.     Quia  renun  div.  Heres.,  §  42,  Many,,  i.  601  f. 

*  Dial.,  128,  see  the  quotation,  p.  285. 
>  Phil.  ii.  8 ;  1  Cor.  xv.  47. 

*  Elsewhere  Philo  says  that  the  Word  was  the  archetypal  model  after 
which  man  and  the  human  mind  were  formed.  De  Exsecrat.,  §  8,  Manff., 
i.  436;  De  Mundi  Opificio,  §6,  Mang,y  i.  6. 
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application  of  the  Logos  doctrine  to  Jesus,  we  liave  the 
strongest  reason  for  concluding  Justin's  total  indepen- 
dence from  the  fourth  Gospel  We  have  already  pointed 
out  that  the  title  of  Logos  is  given  to  Jesus  in  New  Tes- 
tament writings  earlier  than  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  we 
must  see  that  Justin's  terminology,  as  well  as  his  views  of 
the  Word  become  mau,  is  thoroughly  different  from  that 
Gospel.  We  have  remarked  that,  although  the  passages 
are  innumerable  in  which  Justin  speaks  of  the  Word 
having  become  man  through  the  Virgin,  he  never  once 
throughout  his  writings  makes  use  of  the  peculiar  expres- 
sion of  the  fourth  Gospel :  "  the  Word  became  flesh  " 
(6  Aoyos  aap^  iyivero).  On  the  few  occasions  on  which 
he  speaks  of  the  AVord  having  been  made  flesh,  he  uses 
the  term  a-apKOTroirfdeU}  In  one  instance  he  has  aapKa 
^cii/,^  and  speaking  of  the  Eucharist  Justin  once  explains 
that  it  is  in  memory  of  Christ's  being  made  hody^ 
crcD/taTOTrotTycrcMr^at.'  Justin's  most  common  phrase, 
however,  and  he  repeats  it  in  numberless  instances,  is 
that  the  Logos  submitted  to  be  born,  and  become  man 
{yeinrrjdyjpai  dvdpcjvov  yet/o/jia^ov  inrifieLvep),  by  a  Virgin, 
or  he  uses  variously  the  expressions :  dpdpoiros  yeyove, 
avdpwno^  yei^ofiepo^,  y€viadai  avdpoyirov}  In  several 
places  he  speaks  of  him  as  the  first  production  or  off- 
spring ( ya/v7)fia)  of  God  before  all  created  beings,  as,  for 
instance :  "  The  Logos  .  .  .  who  is  the  first  offspring 
of  God  "  (o  ioTL  irpSyrov  ya/irrjfia  rov  deov)  ;  *  and  again, 
"and  that  this  offspring  was  really  begotten  of  the 
Father  before  all  of  the  creatures  Scripture  declares" 
{koI  otl  yeyei/urjo'daL  vno  rov  varpos  tovto  to  yewrj/ia 

>  ApoL,  i.  66  (twice)  j  DiaL,  45,  100. 

«  DiaL,  48.  »  Dial.,  70. 

<  Apol.,  i.  6,  23,  63;  Apol.,  ii.  6,  13  ;  Dial.,  34,  45,  48,  67,  63,  75,  84, 
85,  105,  113,  125,  127,  &o.,  &c.  *  Apol.,  i.  21. 
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irpo  irdvTCJV  air\cj<;  rSiv  KTicfidTOiv  6  \6yo^  iSijXov)} 
We  need  not  say  more  of  the  expressions  :  "  first-bom  '^ 
{wpoyroTOKo^),  "first-begotten'^  ( TrpcoToyoi/o?),  so  con- 
stantly applied  to  the  Logos  by  Justin,  in  agreement 
with  Philo ;  nor  to  "  only  begotten "  {jxovoyarqi)^ 
directly  derived  from  the  Ps.  xxii.  20  (Ps.  xxi.  20, 
Sept.). 

It  must  be  apparent  to  everyone  who  seriously  examines 
the  subject,  that  Justin's  terminology  is  thoroughly  dif- 
ferent from,  and  in  spirit  opposed  to,  that  of  the  fourth 
Gospel,  and  in  fact  that  the  peculiarities  of  the  Grospel 
are  not  found  in  Justin's  writings  at  all.*  On  the  other 
hand,  his  doctrine  of  the  Logos  is  precisely  that  of  Philo,' 


1  Dial.,  129.  cf.  62. 

^  A  paaeage  is  sometimes  quoted  in  which  Justin  reproaches  the  Jews 
for  spreading  injurious  and  unjust  reports  "  concerning  the  only  blame- 
less and  righteous  light  sent  by  God  to  man,"  (Kara  ovv  rov  fi6vov  dfi^fxov 
Koi  duuiiov  <f>oyr6g  toIs  atfBpimois  'rr€fi<f)$€VTos  iraph  rov  Otov  ic.r.X.  Dial.  17), 
and  this  is  claimed  as  an  echo  of  the  Gospel ;  cf.  John  i.  9,  yiii.  12, 
xii.  46,  &c.  Now  here  again  we  have  in  Philo  the  elaborate  repre- 
sentation of  the  Logos  as  the  sun  and  Light  of  the  world ;  as  for 
instance  in  a  long  passage  in  the  treatise  De  Somniis,  i.  §§  13  ff.,  Mang,, 
i.  631  ff.,  of  which  we  can  only  give  the  slightest  quotation.  Philo  argues 
that  Moses  only  speaks  of  the  sun  by  symbols,  and  that  it  is  easy  to  prove 
this ;  "  since  God  is  the  first  Light.  *  Por  the  Lord  is  my  Light  and  my 
Saviour,'  it  is  said  in  the  Psalms  (xxvi.  1),  and  not  only  Light,  but  the 
archetype  of  all  other  lights,  indeed  mach  more  ancient  and  more  perfect 
than  the  archetjrpe,  being  termed  the  model.  For  indeed  the  model  was  his 
most  perfect  Word,  the  Light,"  &c.  ( .  .  .  .  cttci^^  vp&rov  fUv  6  Oebs  <l>m 
voTt'  **  KvfHos  yap  <f>S>s  px)v  Koi  crarrrip  fiov  "  iv  vpvoig  Ijlberai,  Kal  ov  fuivoy 
<^f ,  ciKKa  Koi  iraPT^s  erepov  <l>ciyr6g  apxirvirov,  ixaiCKov  bk  apxennrov  irpttr^vrtpov 
KCki  oporfpovy  A6yov  t-)(pv  Trapabflyfiaros'  r6  fitv  yap  TrapdBfiypa  6  irXrfptaraTos 
^v  avTov  A(5yoff,  <f>S)Sy  /c.t.X.  De  Somniis,  i.  §  13,  Mang,,  i.  632).  And  again : 
<*  But  according  to  the  third  meaning,  he  calls  the  divine  Word  the 
sun  "  (icora  5c  rpirov  injfJLatv6fi€vov  rfkiov  koXci  t6v  Otiov  li6yop)^  and  proceeds 
to  show  how  by  this  sun  all  wickedness  is  brought  to  light,  and 
the  sins  done  secretiy  and  in  darkness  are  made  manifest.  De  Somniis, 
i.  §  15,  Mang.,  i.  634 ;  cf.  i6.,  §  19. 

^  If  the  Cohort,  ad  Grsecos  be  assigned  to  Justin,  it  directly  refers  to 
Philo's  works,  c.  ix. 
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and  of  writings  long  antecedent  to  the  fourth  Gospel, 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt,  we  think,  that  it  was  derived 
from  them.^ 

We  may  now  proceed  to  consider  other  passages 
adduced  by  Tischendorf  to  support  his  assertion  that 
Justin  made  use  of  the  fourth  GospeL  He  says : 
"  Passages  of  the  Johannine  Gospel,  however,  are  also 
not  wanting  to  which  passages  in  Justin  refer  back.  In 
the  Dialogue,  ch.  88,  he  writes  of  John  the  Baptist : 
'The  people  believed  that  he  was  the  Christ,  but  he 
cried  to  them :  I  am  not  the  Christ,  but  the  voice  of  a 
preacher/  This  is  connected  with  John  i.  20  and  23 ;  for 
no  other  Evangelist  has  reported  the  first  phrase  of  the 
reply/'  *    Now  the  passage  in  Justin,  with  its  'context, 

^  Vulkmar,  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1860,  p.  300  ;  Der  Urspning,  p. 
92  ff.;  Scholten,  Das  Ey.  n.  Johann.,  p.  9  f.;  Die  slU,  Zeugnisse,  p.  24  tf. ; 
JiSville,  Hist,  du  Dogme  de  la  Div.  de  J.  C,  1869,  p.  45  ff. ;  Vacheroi, 
Hist,  de  TEcole  d*Alexandrie,  i.  p.  230  ff. ;  Davidsim,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p. 
380  ff.  ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  251  ff.  ;  Hilgen/My  Die  Ew.  Justin's, 
p.  298  ff. ;  Baur,  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  351  ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1857, 
p.  223  ff. ;  cf.  Domery  Die  Lehre  v.  d.  Pers.  Christi,  1845,  i.  p.  414  ff, ; 
Bretschneider,  Probabilia  de  Ev.  et  Ep.  Joan.  Apost.,  p.  191  f. ;  J,  T, 
Toiler  deriyes  the  Johannine  Logos  doctrine  fromPhilo,  Theol.  Jahrb., 
1860,  p.  180  ff. ;  Ewald  holds  that  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  transfers 
the  Logos  doctrine  of  Philo  to  Christianity.  The  Apostle  Paul's  mind 
was  filled  with  it  from  the  same  sources.  Gesch.  d.  Yolkes  Isr.,  yi. 
p.  474  f.,  p.  638  ff. ;  Das  Sendschr.  a.  d.  Hebraer,  p.  9  ff.  ;  cf.  Kostlin, 
Joh.  Lehrbegriff,  p.  357  ff.,  p.  392  ff. ;  cf.  Liicke,  Comment.  Ev.  Joh.,  i. 
p.  284  ff. ;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  ii.  p.  286  ff.,  pp.  298,  313,  365  ; 
Der  Montanismus,  1841,  p.  155 ;  cf.  Holsten,  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1861, 
p.  233  f.,  anm.  2;  Hilgmfeld,  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1871,  p.  189  ff.  ; 
Ffleiderer,  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1869,  p.  400  ff.  That  the  doctrine  of 
the  Logos  was  enimciated  in  the  K^pvyfux  Jltrpov  we  know  from  the 
quotations  of  Clement  of  Alexandria.     Strom.,  vi.  5,  §  39,  7,  §  58. 

°  Es  fehlt  aber  auch  nicht  an  einzelnen  Stellen  des  Johanneischen 
EyangeHums,  auf  welche  sich  SteUen  bei  Justin  zuriickbeziehen.  Im 
Dialog Kap.  88  schreibt  er  von  Johannes dem  Taufer :  "Die  Leute glaubten 
dass  er  der  Christ  sei ;  aber  er  rief  ihnen  zu  :  Ich  bin  nicht  Christus, 
Bondem  Stimme  eines  Predigers."  Dies  lehnt  sich  an  Joh.  i.  20  und  23 
an ;  denn  die  ersten  Worte  in  der  Antwort  des  Taufers  hat  kein  anderer 
Evangelist  berichtet.    Wann  warden,  u.  s.  w.  p.  33. 
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reads  as  follows:  "For  John  sat  by  the  Jordan 
{Ka0e^oiM€i/ov  cTTt  Tov  'lophdi/ov)  and  preached  the 
Baptism  of  repentance,  wearing  only  a  leathern  girdle 
and  raiment  of  camel's  hair,  and  eating  nothing  but 
locusts  and  wild  honey;  men  supposed  (uTreXa/i^cu/oi/) 
him  to  be  the  Christ,  wherefore  he  cried  to  them  :  *  I  am 
not  the  Christ  but  the  voice  of  one  crying :  For  he 
Cometh  {Tjiei)  who  is  stronger  than  I,  whose  shoes  I  am 
not  meet  (ticaj/09)  to  bear/  "  *  Now  the  only  ground  upon 
which  this  passage  can  be  compared  with  the  fourth 
Gospel  is  the  reply :  "  I  am  not  the  Christ "  {ovk  elfu  6 
X/)toTds),  which  in  John  i.  20  reads :  ort  eyo)  ovk  elfil  6 
XpLOTo^:  and  it  is  perfectly  clear  that,  if  the  direct 
negation  occurred  in  any  other  Grospel,  the  difference  of 
the  whole  passage  in  the  Dialogue  would  prevent  even 
an  apologist  from  advancing  any  claim  to  its  dependence 
on  that  Gospel.  In  order  to  appreciate  the  nature  of  the 
two  passages,  it  may  be  well  to  collect  the  nearest 
parallels  in  the  Gospel,  and  compare  them  with  Justin's 
narrative. 


Justin,  Dial.  88. 
Men  (ol  ilv6p<o7roi)  supposed  him 
to  be  the  Christ ; 


wherefore  he  cried  to  them  :  I  am 
not  the  Christ  {ovk  tlfjX  6  Xpiarbs), 


John  i.  19—27. 

19.  And  this  is  the  testimony  of 
John,  when  the  Jews  sent  priests 
and  Levites  from  Jerusalem  to  ask 
him :  Who  art  thou  ? 

24.  And  they  were  sent  by  the 
Pharisees. 

20.  And  he  confessed,  and  denied 
not :  and  confessed*  that :  I  am  not 
the  Christ  (or*  ryot  ovk  tlfiX  6  Xpurros), 


^  'hiMvyov  yhp  KoBe^ofitvov  M,  tov  'lopddvov,  koi  Kqpva-aovroi  fiawrwfia 
fAtropoiaSf  koi  {^a^vrjv  depfMorivfjv  Koi  tvbvfia  mth  TpixS>v  KctyirjKov  fi6vov  <f>opovvrof, 
Koifxrfifv  ia-Biovros  iFkr^v  oKpihas  km  ft  Ac  Sypiov,  oi  &v6poiynoi  vn'cXdfi/Sai^i'  avr^v 
€i!ku  rhv  XpurT6v  ■  np6s  ot^t  koi  avr^s  c/Sda*  Ovk  tlpX  6  Xpurr^r,  dXXa  (fxoyfl 
poSnrros'  ^Hfc*  yap  6  la-xvp6T€p6s  pov  o{l  ovk  tlpi  heaves  ra  xnrobripaTa 
pcurrda-tu.    Dial.  88. 

'  The  second  koL  itpXayrjoaep  is  omitted  by  the  Cod.  Sin. 
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Justin,  Dial.  88. 


but  the  voice,  of  one  crying : 


For  he  cometh  {rj^ft)  who  is 
stronger  than  I  {6  lax^p^^pos  fiov), 
whose  shoes  I  am  not  meet  {hcaybs) 
to  bear.* 


John  i.  19—27. 

21.  And  they  asked  again:  Who 
then  ?    Art  thou,  Elias  ?  &c.  &c. 

22.  .  .  .  Who  art  thou?  &c.  &o. 

23.  He  said :  I  am  the  voice  of 
one  crying  in  the  desert:  Make 
straight  the  way  of  the  Lord,  as 
said  the  prophet  Isaiah. 

25.  .  .  .  Why  baptisest  thou? 
&c.,  &c, 

26.  John  answered  them,  saying : 
I  baptise  with  water,  but  in  the 
midst  of  you  standeth  one  whom 
ye  know  not. 

27.  Who  cometh  after  me  (o  oirtVo 
fiov  ipxofifvos)  who  is  become  before 
me  (off  (fiirpoa^€V  fiov  yeyovev)*  the 
thong  of  whose  shoes  I  am  not 
worthy  {a^ios)  to  unloose. 


The  introductory  description  of  John's  dress  and 
habits  is  quite  contrary  to  the  fourth  Gospel,  but  corre- 
sponds to  some  extent  with  Matt.  iiL  4.  It  is  difficult 
to  conceive  two  accounts  more  fundamentally  different, 
and  the  discrepancy  becomes  more  apparent  when  we 
consider  the  scene  and  actors  in  the  episode.  In  Justin, 
it  is  evident  that  the  hearers  of  John  had  received  the 
impression  that  he  was  the  Christ,  and  the  Baptist 
becoming  aware  of  it  voluntarily  disabused  their  minds 
of  this  idea.  In  the  fourth  Gospel  the  words  of  John 
are  extracted  from  him  (*'he  confessed  and  denied  not'') 
by  emissaries  sent  by  the  Pharisees  of  Jerusalem  specially 
to  question  him  on  the  subject.  The  account  of  Justin 
betrays  no  knowledge  of  any  such  interrogation.     The 

^  Matt.  iii.  11  reads :  '*  but  he  that  cometh  after  me  is  stronger  than  I 
whose  shoes  I  am  not  worthy  to  bear."  (6  5e  oTriam  fiov  €px6tJL€vos  ItrxypO' 
Tfp6s  fiov  (orivf  o^  oifK  tlfil  hcapbs  ra  {mohrniara  ^oTcurcU')  The  context  is 
quite  different.  Luke  iii.  16,  more  closely  resembles  the  version  of  the 
fourth  Gbspel  in  this  part  with  the  context  of  the  first  Synoptic. 

^  The  Cod.  Sinaiticus,  as  well  as  most  other  important  MSS.,  omits 
this  phrase. 
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utter  difference  is  brought  to  a  climax  by  the  concluding 
statement  of  the  fourth  Gospel : — 


Justin. 
For  JoHn  sat  by  the  Jordan  and 
preached  the  Baptism  of  repent- 
anoe,  wearing,  &c. 


John  i.  28. 
These    things    were     done    in 
Bethany  beyond  the  river  Jordan, 
where  John  was  baptising. 


In  fact  the  scene  in  the  two  narratives  is  as  little  the 
same  as  their  details.  One  can  scarcely  avoid  the  con- 
clusion, in  reading  the  fourth  Gospel,  that  it  quotes  some 
other  account  and  does  not  pretend  to  report  the  scene 
direct.  For  instance,  i.  15,  "  John  beareth  witness  of  him, 
and  cried,  saying :  *  This  was  he  of  whom  I  said :  He 
that  Cometh  after  me  is  become  before  me,  because  he 
was  before  me,'"  &c.  V.  19 :  *^And  this  is  the  testi- 
mony of  John,  when  the  Jews  sent  priests  and  Levites 
from  Jerusalem  to  a^sJc  him:  Who  art  thou?  and  he 
confessed  and  denied  not,  and  confessed  that  I  am  not 
the  Christ,"  &c.  Now,  as  usual,  the  Gospel  which  Justin 
uses  more  nearly  approximates  to  our  first  Synoptic 
than  the  other  Gospels,  although  it  differs  in  very  im- 
portant points  from  that  also — still,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  third  Synoptic,  and  Acts  xiii.  25,  this  indi- 
cates the  great  probability  of  the  existence  of  other 
writings  combining  the  particulars  as  they  occur  in 
Justin.  Luke  iii  15,  reads:  "And  as  the  people  were 
in  expectation,  and  all  mused  in  their  hearts  concern- 
ing John  whether  he  were  the  Christ,  16.  John  an- 
swered, saying  to  them  all :  I  indeed  baptize  you  with 
water,  but  he  that  is  stronger  than  I  cometh,  the 
latchet  of  whose  shoes  I  am  not  worthy  to  unloose : 
he  shall  baptize  you  with  the  Holy  Spirit  and  with 
fire,"  &c. 

Whilst,  however,  with  the  sole  exception  of  the  simple 
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statement  of  the  Baptist  that  he  was  not  the  Christ, 
which  in  all  the  accounts  is  clearly  involved  in  the  rest 
of  the  reply,  there  is  no  analogy  whatever  between  the 
parallel  in  the  fourth  Gospel  and  the  passage  in  Justin, 
many  important  circumstances  render  it  certain  that 
Justin  did  not  derive  his  narrative  from  that  source. 
We  have  already  *  fully  discussed  the  peculiarities  of 
Justin's  account  of  the  Baptist,  and  in  the  context  to 
the  very  passage  before  us  there  are  details  quite 
foreign  to  our  Gospels  which  show  that  Justin  made  use 
of  another  and  different  work.  When  Jesus  stepped 
into  the  water  to  be  baptized  a  fire  was  kindled  in  the 
Jordan,  and  the  voice  from  heaven  makes  use  of  words 
not  found  in  our  Gospels;  but  both  the  incident  and 
the  words  are  known  to  have  been  contained  in  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  and  other  works, 
Justin  likewise  states,  in  immediate  continuation  of  the 
passage  before  us,  that  Jesus  was  considered  the  son  of 
Joseph  the  carpenter,  and  himself  was  a  carpenter  and 
accustomed  to  make  ploughs  and  yokes.^  The  Evan- 
gelical work  of  which  Justin  made  use  was  obviously 
different  from  our  Gospels,  therefore,  and  the  evident 
conclusion  to  which  any  impartial  mind  must  arrive  is, 
that  there  is  not  only  not  the  slightest  ground  for 
aflfirming  that  Justin  quoted  the  passage  before  us  from 
the  fourth  Gospel,  from  which  he  so  fundamentally 
differs,  but  every  reason  on  the  contrary  to  believe  that 
he  derived  it  from  a  particular  Gospel,  in  all  probability 
the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  different  from 
ours.* 

»  Vol.  i.  p.  316  ff.  »  Dial.,  88. 

•  Credner,  Beitr&ge,  ii.  p.  218;  Hilge7\feld,  Die  Err.  Justin's,  p.  162 ff.; 
ScJioltent  Die  Sit.  Zeugnisse,  p.  33 ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  377  f. ; 
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The  next  point  advanced  by  Tischendorf  is,  that  on  two 
occasions  he  speaks  of  the  restoration  of  sight  to  persons 
bom  blind,^  the  only  instance  of  which  in  our  Gospels  is 
that  recorded,  John  ix.  1.  The  references  in  Justin  are 
very  vague  and  general.  In  the  first  place  he  is  speak- 
ing of  the  analogies  in  the  life  of  Jesus  with  events 
believed  in  connection  with  mythological  deities,  and  he 
says  that  he  would  appear  to  relate  acts  very  similar  to 
those  attributed  to  -ffisculapius  when  he  says  that  Jesus 
"healed  the  lame  and  paralytic,  and  the  blind  from 
birth  {iK  yeuerrj^  vovripoif<;),  and  raised  the  dead.'*^  In 
the  Dialogue,  again  referring  to  .^culapius,  he  says  that 
Christ  "  healed  those  who  were  firom  birth  and  according 
to  the  flesh  blind  {roif^  ck  yepenjs  koL  Kara  Trjv  aaipKa 
nripovi)^  and  deaf,  and  lame/'^  In  the  fourth  Gospel 
the  bom-bUnd  is  described  as  (ix.  1)  dpOpamo^  TV(l>ko^  iK 
ycvcT^s.  There  is  a  variation  it  will  be  observed  in  the 
term  employed  by  Justin,  and  that  such  a  remark  should 
be  seized  upon  as  an  argument  for  the  use  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  senses  to  show  the  poverty  of  the  evidence  for  the 
existence  of  that  work.  Without  seeking  any  further, 
we. might  at  once  reply  that  such  general  references  as 
those  of  Justin  might  well  be  referred  to  the  common 
tradition  of  the  Church,  which  certainly  ascribed  all 
kinds  of  marvellous  cures  and  miracles  to  Jesus.  It  is 
moreover  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  only  Gospel 
in  which  the  cure  of  one  bom  blind  was  narrated  was 

BretschneideTy  Probabilia,  p.  192 ;  VoVemwry  Der  Urspmng,  p.  97,  p.  156 ; 
Zeller,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1845,  p.  613  f.,  1847,  p.  150  ff. ;  cf.  Ebrard,  who 
thinks  it  a  combination  of  Matt.  iii.  11,  and  John  i.  19,  but  admits  that 
it  may  be  from  oral  tradition.    Die  evang.  Gesch.,  p.  843. 

^  Apol.,  L  22,  Dial.,  69.  On  the  second  occasion  Justin  seems  to 
apply  HiQ  *'  from  their  birth  **  not  only  to  the  blind,  but  to  the  lame  and 
deaf. 

»  Apol.,  i.  22.  »  Dial.  69. 
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that  which  is  the  fourth  in  our  Canon.  Such  a  miracle 
may  have  formed  part  of  a  dozen  similar  collections  ex- 
tant at  the  time  of  Justin,  and  in  no  case  could  such  an 
allusion  be  recognized  as  any  evidence  of  the  use  of  the 
fourth  Gospel.  But  in  the  Dialogue,  along  with  this 
remark,  Justin  couples  the  statement  that  although  the 
people  saw  such  cures:  "They  asserted  them  to  be 
magical  art ;  for  they  also  ventured  to  call  him  a  magi- 
cian and  deceiver  of  the  people."  *  This  is  not  found  in 
our  Gospels,  but  traces  of  the  same  tradition  are  met 
with  elsewhere,  as  we  have  already  mentioned ;  ^  and  it 
is  probable  that  Justin  either  found  all  these  particulars 
in  the  Gospel  of  which  he  made  use,  or  that  he  refers  to 
traditions  familiar  amongst  the  early  Christians. 

Tischendorfs  next  point  is  that  Justin  quotes  the 
words  of  Zechariah  xii.  10,  with  the  same  variation  from 
the  text  of  the  Septuagint  as  John  xix.  37 — "  They 
shall  look  on  him  whom  they  pierced  "  {oxIfovTai  eU  ov 

€^€,K€VT7)<T(W^   iustcad    of   CTTC^Xo/^OKTat    7r/)09    /X€,    CO^ff    SiV 

KaT(opxwavTo),  arising  out  of  an  emendation  of  the 
translation  of  the  Hebrew  original.  Tischendorf  says : 
"  nothing  can  be  more  opposed  to  probability,  than  .the 
acceptance  that  John  and  Justin  have  here,  independently 
of  each  other,  followed  a  translation  of  the  Hebrew  text 
which  elsewhere  has  remained  unknown  to  us."*  The 
fact  is,  however,  that  the  translation  which  has  been  fol- 

'  .  .  .  .  <l)avraa-iap  fiayucffp  ylv^trBan,  Tktyov,  Kai  yhip  fiayov  €uku  avrhnf 
irSkfuop  Xeyav  nal  XaonXavop,     Dial.  69. 

2  Vol.  i.  p.  324  f. 

'  Justin  has,  Apol.  i.  52,  &^vTai  eh  tv  cfe/ccvn/o-ay.  Dial.  14,  kcu  Sf^jtenu 
6  \a6s  vfiMV  Kxii  yvtapul  tls  tv  cf€iccvn7(ray,  and,  Dial.  32,  speaking  of  the 
two  comings  of  Christ ;  the  first,  in  which  he  was  pierced,  (cfciccvnT^), 
**  and  the  second  in  which  ye  shaU  know  whom  ye  haye  pierced ;''  devrepoM 

*  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  34. 
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lowed  is  not  elsewhere  unknown.  We  meet  with  the 
same  variation,  much  earlier,  in  the  only  book  of  the 
New  Testament  which  Justin  mentions,  and  with  which, 
therefore,  he  was  beyond  any  doubt  well  acquainted. 
Rev.  i.  7  :  *'  Behold  he  cometh  with  clouds,  and  every 
eye  shaU  see  him  (oi/rcrat  avrov)^  and  they  which 
pierced  {i^eKcmricrav)  him,  and  all  the  tribes  of  the  earth 
shall  bewail  him.  Yea,  Amen."  Tliis  is  a  direct  refer- 
ence to  the  passage  in  Zech.  xii.  10.  If  Justin  derived 
his  variation  from  either  of  the  Canonical  works,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  it  must  have  been  from  the  Apoca- 
lypse. It  will  be  remembered  that  the  quotation  in  the 
Gospel :  "  They  shaU  look  upon  him  whom  they  pierced," 
is  made  solely  in  reference  to  the  thrust  of  tlie  lance  in 
the  side  of  Jesus,  while  that  of  the  Apocalypse  is  a  con- 
nection of  the  prophecy  with  the  second  coming  of  Christ, 
which,  except  in  a  spiritual  sense,  is  opposed  to  the  fourth 
Gospel.  Now,  Justin  upon  each  occasion  quotes  the 
whole  passage  also  in  reference  to  the  second  coming  of 
Christ"  as  the  Apocalypse  does,  and  this  alone  settles  the 
point  so  far  as  these  two  sources  are  concerned.  The  cor- 
rection of  the  Septuagint  version,  which  has  thus  been 
traced  back  as  far  as  a.d.  68  when  the  Apocalypse  was 
composed,  was  noticed  by  Jerome  in  his  Commentary  on 
the  text ;  *  and  Aquila,  a  contemporary  of  IrensBUS,  and 
later  Symmachus  and  Theodotion,  as  well  as  others,  cor- 
rected the  error  and  adopted  iieKeimrja-av.  Ten  important 
MSS.,  at  least,  have  the  reading  of  Justin  and  the  Apoca- 
lypse, and  these  MSS.  likewise  frequently  agree  with  the 

1  **  Qaod  ibi  (1  Eegg.  ii.  18)  errore  interpretationis  accidit,  etiam  hio 
fiEiotum  deprehendimus.  Si  enim  legator  Dacaru,  ^(€K€vnj(raPt  i.e.,  oom- 
pmixerunt  sfye  confixenint  accipitur :  sin  autem  contrario  ordine,  Uteris 
tx>mmutati8  Bacadu^  apxria-avro,  i,e,,  saltayerunt  intelligitur  et  ob 
teimilitudinem  literanim  error  est  natus."  ^  j 
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other  peculiar  readings  of  Justin's  text  In  all  prot)a- 
bility,  as  Credner,  who  long  ago  pointed  out  aU  these 
circumstances  which  are  lost  upon  Tischendorf,  conjec- 
tured, an  emendation  of  the  version  of  the  LXX.  had  early 
been  made,  partly  in  Christian  interest  and  partly  for  the 
critical  improvement  of  the  text,  and  this  amended  ver- 
sion was  used  by  Justin  and  earlier  Christian  writers.^ 

Every  consideration  is  opposed  to  the  dependence  of 
Justin  upon  the  fourth  Gospel  for  this  variation*  His 
reading  existed  long  before  that  Gospel  was  written  in  a 
work  with  which  he  declared  himself  acquainted,  whilst 
not  only  is  his  use  of  the  Gospel  in  any  case  unproved, 
but  in  this  instance  the  quotation  is  applied  by  the 
Gospel  in  a  different  connection  from  Justin's,  who  in 
this  also  agrees  with  the  earlier  Apocalypse.  The  whole 
argument  based  on  this  text  falls  to  the  ground. 

The  next  and  last  point  advanced  by  Tischendorf  is  a 
passage  in  Apol.  L  61,  which  is  compared  with  John  iii. 
8 — 5,  and  in  order  to  show  the  exact  character  of  the 
two  passages,  we  shall  at  once  place  them  in  parallel 
columns : — 


JusTiK,  Apol.  i.  61. 
For  the  Christ  also  said : 

Unless  ye  be  bom  again  (awxycwny- 
6tjt€)  ye  shall  not  enter  into  the 
kingdom  of  heaven. 

Now  that  it  is  impossible  for 
those  who  have  once  been  bom  to 
go  {ififirjvtu)  into  the  matrices  of  the 
parents'  (ciy  rhs  firjrpas  rwv  Tcjcovcrajv) 
is  evident  to  all. 


John  in.  3—5. 

3.  Jesus  answered  and  said  unto 
him:  Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto 
thee :  Except  a  man  be  bom  from 
above  {ytvmjdj  &w^ry)  he  cannot  see 
the  kingdom  of  God. 

4.  Nicodemus  saith  unto  him  ; 
How  can  a  man  be  bom  when  he 
is  old  P  Can  he  enter  ((^o-cX^iv)  a 
second  time  into  his  mother's  womb 
{els  TTJp  /cocXtoy  ttjs  fiijTp6s  avrov)  and 
be  bom  ? 


*  Credner,  Beitrage,  ii.  p.  293  flf. ;  Eilgenfeld,  Die  Ew.  Justins, 
p.  49  flf. ;  SchoUeuy  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  37 ;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii, 
p.  878. 

•  TcicoOo-a,  a  mother,  instead  of  fiijn;/?. 
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Kal   yhp  6  Xpurrhs   threv*  ^Ap  firf 

apay€vinfSTJT€y  ov  fi^  €l<r(\Brjrr€  cip  t^p 
^o-iXtiav  tS>p  ovpcamv,    "Ori  hi   kclL 

abxtvoTov  els  rhs  firfrpas  tS>v  T€Kova'S>p 
Toift  &ircL^  y€VP(afi€POvs  in^rjvat^  (fxtpepbp 
ndo'ip  earu 


Jusrm,  Apol.  i.  61.  John  ni.  3 — 5. 

5.  Jesus  answered:  Verily,  yerily, 
I  say  unto  thee :  Except  a  man  be 
bom  of  water  and  of  the  Spirit,  he 
cannot  enter  into^  the  kingdom  of 
God.» 

3.  ^An€KpL&rf  *lt)<rov9  k€u  cStcv  avr^ 
*A/i^y  dfifjp  Xcyo)  croi,  tap  firf  rtp 
yfwri&ii  dpmdep,  ov  ivvarcu  tdeiv  rffp 
^a-iktiav  rot)  ^coO. 

4.  Aryft  irphs  avrhp  6  'SiK6drifios 
Hats  dvvoTcu  SpSpamos  ytpvrjdrjpai  yiptdP 
&v;  fi^  hvporai  tls  rffp  koiXuzp  rijs 
p,TjTp6s  avrov  btvrtpop  tUrtKBtlv  Koi 
y€Vinj$fjai ; 

5.  ^AiTfKplOij  'liyo-ow  * Aft^v  dfirfp  Xtya 
aoij  iop  fiff  Tis  ytypi)^  e$  v^ictros  Koi 
irP€VfiaTos,  ov  dvporai  tla-tXBftv  cir' 
rrjv  ^(TiXtiap  rov  BeovJ* 

This  is  the  most  important  passage  by  which  apolo- 
gists endeavour  to  establish  the  use  by  Justin  of  the 
fourth  Gospel,  and  it  is  that  upon  which  the  whole  claim 
may  be  said  to  rest.  We  shall  be  able  to  appreciate  the 
nature  of  the  case  by  the  weakness  of  its  strongest  evi- 
dence. The  first  point  which  must  have  struck  any 
attentive  reader,  must  have  been  the  singular  difference 
of  the  language  of  Justin,  and  the  absence  of  the  charac- 
teristic peculiarities  of  the  Johannine  GrOspeL  The  double 
"verily,  verily,'*  which  occurs  twice  even  in  these  three 
verses,  and  constantly  throughout  the  Gospel,^  is  absent 
in  Justin ;  and  apart  firom  the  total  difference  of  the  form 

*  The  Cod.  Sinaiticus  reads :  "  he  cannot  see." 

'  The  Ck>d.  Sinaiticus  has  been  altered  here  to  ''  of  heayen." 
'  The  Cod.  Sinaiticus  reads  Idtip  for  cto-cX^etv  els  here. 

*  The  Cod.  Sin.  has  r&p  ovpav&p  substituted  for  rov  Btov  by  a  later  hand, 
but'this  is  only  supported  by  a  very  few  obscure  and  unimportant  codices. 
The  Codices  Alex,  (a)  and  Vatic,  (b),  as  well  as  all  the  most  ancient  MSS. , 
read  rov  Oeov, 

*  Cf.  L  51 ;  iii.  11 ;  v.  19,  24,  25 ;  yi.  26,  32,  47,  53;  yiii.  34,  51,  58  ; 
X.  1,  7;  xii.  24;  xiii.  16,  20,  21,  38;  xiy.  12;  xyi.  20,  23;  xxi. 
18,  &c.,  &a  r-^  T 
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in  which  the  whole  passage  is  given  (the  episode  of  Nico- 
demus  being  entirely  ignored),   and    omitting    minor 
diflferences,  the  following  linguistic  variations  occur  : 
Justin  has : 

&v  fi^  dvay€vvrj$rJT€      instead  of    €iaf  firf  ris  ytvtnj^Q  SanaSev 

ov  fifi  €la-€kBrfT€  €ig  »>  ov  bvvarai  ibtuf  * 

^aiKfia  twv  ovpatwv  „  fiairiXtia  rov  6tov 

ddvvoTOP  ,)  firj  livvaTai 

T^s  fiTfrpas  n  ^^  KoiXiap 

rS>p  TfKova-S^v  9t  ^s  fjojrphs  avrov 

ififirjvai      '  „  eio-cX^cur 

TOW  Swa(  y€vife>fi€POvs  »>  &v6pcinros  y€vtnj6fjvai  y€pa>y  &p 

Indeed  it  is  impossible  to  imagine  a  more  complete  differ- 
ence, both  in  form  and  language,  and  it  seems  to  us  that 
there  does  not  exist  a  single  linguistic  trace  by  which  the 
passage  in  Justin  can  be  connected  with  the  fourth 
Gospel.  The  fact  that  Justin  knows  nothing  of  the  ex- 
pression yci/vrjOy  avtoO^v  ("  bom  from  above  "),  upon  which 
the  whole  statement  in  the  fourth  Gospel  turns,  but  uses 
a  totally  different  word,  avay€uvri6i)T€  (bom  again),  is  of 
great  significance.  Tischendorf  wishes  to  translate 
av(o0a/  "  anew ''  (or  again),  as  the  version  of  Luther  and 
the  authorised  English  translation  read,  and  thus  render 
the  ai/ayann)6y\vai  of  Justin  a  fair  equivalent  for  it ;  but 
even  this  would  not  alter  the  fact  that  so  little  does 
Justin  quote  the  fourth  Gospel,  that  he  has  not  even  the 
test  word  of  the  passage.  In  no  case  can  avmOa^,  how- 
ever, here  signify  anything  but  "  from  above,"  and  this 
is  not  only  its  natural  meaning,  but  it  is  confirmed  by  the 
equivalent  Syriac  expression  in  the  Peschito  version,  the 
nearest  language  to  that  originally  used.^    The*  word  is 

*  It  is  very  forced  to  jump  to  the  end  of  the  fifth  verse  to  get 
€la'€\6€iv  CIS  and  even  in  that  case  the  Cod.  Sin.  reads  again  precisely 
as  in  the  third  IBeip, 

*  Suicer,  Thesaurus  s.  v.  ivutOw ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  253 ;  EUgen- 
fdd,  Die  Evv.  Justin's,  p.  214  ;  Lightfoot,  Horse  Hebr.  et  Talm.  on  John 
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repeatedly  used  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  always  with  the 
same  sense,  "  from  above,"  "  from  heaven/'^  and  it  is  re- 
peated in  confirmation,  and  marking  how  completely  the 
emphasis  of  the  saying  rests  upon  the  expression,  in  the 
seventh  verse  :  "  Marvel  not  that  I  said  unto  thee :  ye 
must  be  born  from  above"  (yeinrrfOrji/ai,  Svttid^v).  This 
signification,  moreover,  is  manifestly  confirmed  by  the 
context,  and  intended  as  the  point  of  the  whole  lesson. 
The  explanation  of  the  term  "  born  from  above  "  is  given 
in  verses  5,  6.  "  Except  a  man  be  bom  of  water  and 
of  SpiHt'^  he  cannot  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God. 
6.  That  which  hath  been  bom  of  the  flesh  is  flesh,  and 
that  which  hath  been  bom  of  the  Spirit  is  Spirit."  The 
birtli  "  of  the  Spirit  "  is  the  birth  "  from  above,"  which  is 
essential  to  entrance  into  the  kingdom  of  God.^  The 
sense  of  the  passage  in  Justin  is  different  and  much  more 
simple.  He  is  speaking  of  regeneration  through  baptism, 
and  the  manner  in  which  converts  are  consecrated  to 
God  when  they  are  made  new  {Kaivononqdiinei)  through 
Christ.  After  they  are  taught  to  fast  and  pray  for  the 
remission  of  their  sins,  he  says  :  "  They  are  then  taken  by 
us  where  there  is  water,  that  they  may  be  regenerated 
("  born  again,"  avaycwiavrai)^  by  the  same  manner  of 
regeneration  (being  bom  again,  avayewrjaeoii)  by  which 
we  also  were  regenerated  (bom  again,  dvayeinrjjOrjiiep). 
For  in  the  name  of  the  Father  of  the  Universe  the  Lord 
God,  and  of  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  and  of  the  Holy 

iii.  3 ;  Works,  xii.  p.  254  if. ;  SchoUeUf  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  36 ;  David- 
scmt  Introd.  N.  T.,  iii.  p.  375;  Bretschneider,  Probabilia,  p.  193;  TTetz- 
sficker  does  not  demy  ihiB,  Unters.  evang.  Gesch.,  p.  228  ;  Lucke,  Comment. 
Ev.  Job.,  i.  p.  516  ff. ;  Zeller,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1855,  p.  140. 

>  Of.  i.  31;  xix.  11,23. 

«  Of.  Ezekiel  xxxvi.  25—27. 

»  Cf.  Li  ht/oot,  Horee  Ilebr.  et  Talm.     Works,  xii.  p.  256, 
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Spirit  they  then  make  the  washing  with  the  water. 
For  the  Christ  also  said,  *  unless  ye  be  bom  again 
{avayewqdrjrejy  ye  shall  not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of 
heaven.'  Now  that  it  is  impossible  for  those  who  have 
once  been  bom  to  go  into  the  matrices  of  the  parents  is 
evident  to  all."  And  then  he  quotes  Isaiah  L  16 — 20, 
*'  Wash  you,  make  you  clean,  <fec.,"  and  then  proceeds : 
"  And  regarding  this  (Baptism)  we  have  been  taught  this 
reason.  Since  at  our  first  birth  we  were  bom  without 
our  knowledge,  and  perforce,  &c.,  and  brought  up  in  evil 
habits  and  wicked  ways,  therefore  in  order  that  wc  should 
not  continue  children  of  necessity  and  ignorance,  but 
become  children  of  election  and  knowledge,  and  obtain 
in  the  water  remission  of  sins  which  we  had  previously 
committed,  the  name  of  the  Father  of  the  Universe  and 
Lord  God  is  pronounced  over  him  who  desires  to  be  bom 
again  {avayevmjdrjvaL),  and  has  repented  of  his  sins,  &c."* 
Now  it  is  clear  that  whereas  Justin  speaks  simply  of  re- 
generation by  baptism,  the  fourth  Gospel  indicates  a  later 
development  of  the  doctrine  by  spiritualizing  the  idea, 
and  requiring  not  only  regeneration  through  the  water 
("  Except  a  man  be  born  of  water "),  but  that  a  man 
should  be  bom  from  above  ("  and  of  the  Spirit "),  not 
merely  dvayei/vTjdrjvaf.,  but  di/ioOep  yei/mjOrjai,  The  word 
used  by  Justin  is  that  which  was  commonly  employed  in 
the  Church  for  regeneration,  and  other  instances  of  it 
occur  in  the  New  Testament^ 

The  idea  of  regeneration  or  being  born  again,  as  essen- 
tial to  conversion,  was  quite  familiar  to  the  Jews  them- 
selves, and  Lightfoot  gives  instances  of  this  from 
Talmudic  writings  :  "  If  any  one  become  a  proselyte 
he  is  like    a   child  'new  bom/       The  Gentile  that  is 

*  Apol.  i.  61.  »  Cf.  1  Peter  i.  3,  28. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


EXTEBNAL  EVIDENCE  FOE  THE  EOUETH  GOSPEL.     311 

made  a  proselyte  and  the  servant  that  is  made  free  he 
is  like  a  child  new  born."^  This  is,  of  course,  based 
upon  the  belief  in  special  privileges  granted  to  the  Jews, 
and  the  Gentile  convert  admitted  to  a  share  in  the 
benefits  of  the  Messiah  became  a  Jew  by  spiritual  new 
birth.  It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  Justin  is 
addressing  the  Koman  emperors,  who  would  not  under- 
stand the  expression  that  it  was  necessary  to  be  "  born 
again  "  in  order  to  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  He, 
therefore,  explains  that  he  does  not  mean  a  physical  new 
birth  by  men  already  born ;  and  we  contend  that  not  only 
may  this  explanation  be  regarded  as  natural,  under  the 
circumstances,  and  independent  of  any  written  source, 
but  the  absolute  and  entire  difference  of  his  language 
from  that  of  the  fourth  Gospel  renders  it  certain  that  it 
could  not  in  any  case  be  derived  from  that  Gospel. 

Justin  in  giving  the  words  of  Jesus  clearly  professed 
to  make  an  exact  quotation :  ^  "  For  Christ  also  said  : 
Unless  ye  be  bom  again,  &c.,"  and  as  the  expressions 
which  he  quotes  differ  in  every  respect,  in  language  and 
sense,  from  the  parallel  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  it  seems 
quite  absurd  to  argue  that  they  must  be  derived  from 
that  Gospel.  Such  an  argument  assumes  the  utterly  un- 
tenable premiss  that  sayings  of  Jesus  which  are  main- 
tained to  be  historical  were  not  recorded  in  more  than  four 
Gospels,  and  indeed  in  this  instance  were  limited  to  one. 
This  is  not  only  in  itself  preposterous,  but  historically 
untrue,'  and  a  moment  of  consideration  must  convince 
every  impartial  mind  that  an  express  quotation  of  a  sup- 
posed historical  saying  cannot  reasonably  be  asserted  to 
be  taken  from  a  parallel  in  one  of  our  Gospels,  from  which 

>  LigUfoot,  Works,  xii.  p.  255  ff. 

»  Bretschneider,  Probabilia,  p.  193.  »  Gf.  Luke  i.  1, 
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it  diflFers  in  every  particular  of  language  and  circum- 
stance, simply  because  that  Gospel  happens  to  be  the 
only  one  now  surviving  which  contains  particulars  some- 
what similar.^  The  express  quotation  fundamentally 
diifers  from  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  the  natural  explana- 
tion of  Justin  which  follows  is  not  a  quotation  at  all,  and 
likewise  fundamentally  diflFers  from  the  Johannine  parallel. 
Justin  not  only  ignores  here  the  whole  episode  in  the 
fourth  Gospel  in  which  the  passage  occurs,  but  both  here 
and  throughout  the  whole  of  his  writings  knows  nothing 
whatever  of  Nicodemus,  and  all  the  characteristic  points 
are  wanting  which  could  constitute  a  prima  facie  case 
for  examination.  The  accident  of  survival  is  almost  the 
only  justification  of  the  claim  in  favour  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  to  be  the  source  of  Justin's  quotation.  On  the 
other  hand,  we  have  many  strong  indications  of  another 
source.  In  our  first  Synoptic  (xviiL  3),  we  find  the 
traces  of  another  version  of  the  saying  of  Jesus,  much 
more  nearly  corresponding  with  the  quotation  of  Justin  : 
"  And  he  said,  verily  I  say  unto  you  :  Except  ye  be 
turned  and  become .  as  the  little  children  ye  shall  not 
enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven."^  The  last  phrase  of 
this  sajdng  is  literally  the  same  as  the  quotation  of  Justin, 
and  gives  his  expression, ''  kingdom  of  heaven,"  so  charac- 
teristic of  his  Gospel,  and  so  foreign  to  the  Johannine. 
We  meet  with  a  similar  quotation  in  connection  with 
baptism,  still  more  closely  agreeing  with  Justin,  in  the 
Clementine  Homilies,  xi.  26  :  "  Verily  1  say  unto  you  : 
Except  ye  be  born  again  (cJ^ayc^i^^^rc)  by  living  water  in 
the  name  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  ye  shall  not 

*  Cf.  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p.  253  f. 

'  Koi  thtv  *Afirjv  XrycD  vfiivy  iav  firj  <rrf)a<f)TJT€  Kal  ytprfoOt  as  rh,  iratbia^  oif  fitj 
tl<rtKBrfr€  us  ttjv  QcuriKflav  rS>v  ovpavSiv,     Matt,  xyiii.  3. 
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enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven."^  Here  again  we  have 
both  the  avayepvrjdy\Te^  and  the  fiaa-ikeCa  tiov  ovpavcivy  as 
well  as  the  reference  only  to  water  in  the  baptism,  and 
this  is  strong  confirmation  of  the  existence  of  a  version 
of  the  passage,  diflferent  from  the  Johannine,  from  which 
Justin  quotes.  As  both  the  Clementines  and  Justin  made 
use  of  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  the  most 
competent  critics  have,  with  reason,  adopted  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  passage  we  are  discussing  was  derived  from 
that  Gospel;  at  any  rate  it  cannot  for  a  moment  be 
maintained  as  a  quotation  from  our  fourth  Gospel,^  and 
it  is  of  no  value  as  evidence  for  its  existence. 

If  we  turn  for  a  moment  from  this  last  of  the  points  of 
evidence  adduced  by  Tischendorf  for  the  use  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  by  Justin,  to  consider  how  far  the  circumstances 
of  the  history  of  Jesus  narrated  by  Justin  bear  upon  this 
quotation,  we  have  a  striking  confirmation  of  the  results 
we  have  otherwise  attained.  Not  only  is  there  a  total 
absence  from  his  writings  of  the  peculiar  terminology  and 
characteristic  expressions  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  but  there 


iyiov  IlvevfiaTosy  ov  fifj  ela-eXBrjre  €is  rfjv  jSao'cXcuzv  tS>v  ovpap5>v,  Horn.  xi.  26. 
Cf.  Becogn.  vi.  9 ;  **  Amen  dico  vobis,  nisi  quis  denuo  renatus  faerit  ex 
aqua,  non  introibit  in  regna  coelorum."  Cf.  Clem.  Horn.  Epitome,  §  18. 
In  this  much  later  compilation  the  passage,  altered  and  manipulated,  is  of 
na  interest.  Uhlhomy  Die  Homilien  u.  Becogn.,  1854,  p.  43  ff.; 
Schliemann,  Die  Clementinen,  1844,  p.  334  ff. 

«  BawTy  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  352;  TheoL  Jahrb.,  1857,  p.  230  ff.; 
^rc<«cAn€uZer,  Probabilia,  p.  179  ff.,  p.  192  f . ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p. 
252  ff. ;  David8<m,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  374  f. ;  Oieaeler,  Enst.  schr.  Ew., 
p.  14,  cf.  p.  145  ff. ;  Ifilgen/eld,  Die  Ew.  Justins,  p.  214  ff.,  p.  358  ff. ; 
Das  Evang.  Joh.  u.  s.  w.,  1849,  p.  151,  anm.  1 ;  LUtztlheryer,  Die  kirchl. 
Tradition  ub.  Ap.  Joh.,  u.  s.  w.,  1840,  p.  122  ff.  ;  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeug- 
nisse,  p.  34  ff.  ;  Das  Ev.  Joh.,  p.  8  f. ;  Schwegler,  Der  Montanismus, 
p.  184,  anm.  86;  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  218  ff. ;  Volkmar,  Justin  d. 
Mart.,  1853,  p.  18  ff. ;  Zdler,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1845,  p.  614;  1847,  p.  152; 
1855,  p.  138  ff. 
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is  not  an  allusion  made  to  any  one  of  the  occurrences 
exclusively  narrated  by  that  Gospel,  although  many  of 
these,  and  many  parts  of  the  Johannine  discourses  of 
Jesus,  would  have  been  peculiarly  suitable  for  his  pur- 
pose. We  have  already  pointed  out  the  remarkable 
absence  of  any  use  of  the  expressions  by  which  the  Logos 
doctrine  is  stated  in  the  prologue.  We  may  now  point 
out  that  Justin  knows  nothing  whatever  of  the  special 
miracles  of  the  fourth  GospeL  He  is  apparently  quite 
ignorant  even  of  the  raising  of  Lazarus  :  on  the  other 
hand,  he  gives  representations  of  the  birth,  life,  and 
death  of  Jesus,  which  are  ignored  by  the  Johannine  Gos- 
pel, and  are  indeed  opposed  to  its  whole  conception  of 
Jesus  as  the  Logos ;  and  when  he  refers  to  circumstances 
which  are  also  narrated  in  that  Grospel,  his  account  is 
diflferent  from  that  which  it  gives.  Justin  perpetually 
refers  to  the  birth  of  Jesus  by  the  Virgin  of  the  race  of 
David  and  the  Patriarchs  ;  his  Logos  thus  Ijecomes  man,^ 
(not  ^^  jleslil' — avOpwTTo^,  not  aap^  ;  he  is  bom  in  a  cave 
in  Bethlehem  ;  ^  he  grows  in  stature  and  intellect  by  the 
use  of  ordinary  means  like  other  men  ;  he  is  accounted 
the  son  of  Joseph  the  carpenter  and  Mary :  he  himself 
works  as  a  carpenter,  and  makes  ploughs  and  yokes.^ 
When  Jesus  is  baptized  by  John,  a  fire  is  kindled  in 
Jordan ;  and  Justin  knows  nothing  of  John's  express 
declaration  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  that  Jesus  is  the 
Messiah,  the  Son  of  God  *  Justin  refers  to  the  change 
of  name  of  Simon  in  connection  with  his  recognition  of 
the  Master  as  "  Christ  the  Son  of  God,"  *  which  is  nar- 
rated quite  diflFerently  in  the  fourth  Gospel  (i.  40 — 42), 
where,  indeed,  such  a  declaration  is  put  into  the  mouth  of 

»  Dial.,  100,  &c.,  &c.  3  Dial.,  78. 

»  Dial.,  88.  ^  Dial.,  88.  *  Dial.,  100. 
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Nathaniel  (i.  49),  of  whicli  Justin  knows  nothing. 
Justin  knows  nothing  of  Nicodemus,  either  in  connection 
with  the  statement  regarding  the  necessity  of  being 
**bom  from  above/'  or  with  the  entombment  (xix.  39). 
He  has  the  prayer  and  agony  in  the  garden/  of  which  the 
fourth  Gospel  knows  nothing,  as  well  as  the  cries  on  the 
cross,  which  the  Gospel  ignores.  Then,  according  to  Justin, 
the  last  supper  takes  place  on  the  14th  Nisan,^  whilst  the 
fourth  Gospel,  ignoring  the  Passover  and  last  supper, 
makes  the  last  meal  be  eaten  on  the  13th  Nisan  (John 
xiii.  If.,  cf.  xviii.  28).  He  likewise  contradicts  the 
fourth  Gospel,  in  limiting  the  work  of  Jesus  to  one  year. 
In  fact,  it  is  impossible  for  writings,  so  full  of  quotations 
of  the  words  of  Jesus  and  of  allusions  to  the  events  of 
his  life,  more  completely  to  ignore  or  vary  from  the 
fourth  Gospel  throughout ;  and  if  it  could  be  shown  that 
Justin  was  acquainted  with  such  a  work,  it  would  follow 
certainly  that  he  did  not  consider  it  an  Apostolical  or 
authoritative  composition. 

We  may  add  that  as  Justin  so  distinctly  and  directly 
refers  to  the  Apostle  John  as  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse,^ 
there  is  confirmation  of  the  conclusion,  otherwise  arrived 
at,  that  he  did  not,  and  could  not,  know  the  Gospel  and 
also  ascribe  it  to  him.  Finally,  the  description  which 
Justin  gives  of  the  manner  of  teaching  of  Jesus  excludes 
the  idea  that  he  knew  the  fourth  GospeL  **  Brief  and 
concise  were  the  sentences  uttered  by  him :  for  he  was 
no  Sophist,  but  his  word  was  the  power  of  God."*    No 

'  Dial.,  99,  103. 

'  **  And  it  is  written  that  on  tho  day  of  the  Passover  you  seized  him, 
and  likewise  during  the  Passover  you  crucified  him."  Dial.,  Ill ;  cf.  Apol. 
i.  67 ;  Matt.  xxvi.  2,  17  ff.,  30,  67.  '  Dial.,  81. 

*  BpaxfU  de  Ka\  avvrofioi  wap*  cnrrov  \6yot  ycycJrao-tv.  Ov  yap^  a-ocjiumjs 
xmrjpxcVf  aKKa  dvvap.is  Bcov  6  \6yos  avrov  fjv,     Apol.  i.  14. 
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one  could  for  a  moment  assert  that  this  description 
applies  to  the  long  and  artificial  discourses  of  the  fourth 
Gospel,  whilst,  on  the  other  hand,  it  eminently  describes 
the  style  of  teaching  with  which  we  are  acquainted  in 
the  Synoptics,  with  which  the  Gospel  according  to  the 
Hebrews,  in  all  its  forms,  was  so  nearly  allied. 

The  inevitable  conclusion  at  which  we  must  arrive  is 
that,  so  far  from  indicating  any  acquaintance  with  the 
fourth  Gospel,  the  writings  of  Justin  not  only  do  not 
furnish  the  slightest  evidence  of  its  existence,  but  oflfer 
presumptive  testimony  against  its  Apostolical  origin. 

Tischendorf  only  devotes  a  sl^ort  note  to  Hegesippus,^ 
and  does  not  pretend  to  find  in  the  fi*agments  of  his 
writings,  preserved  to  us  by  Eusebius,  or  the  details  of 
his  life  which  he  has  recorded,  any  evidence  for  our 
Gospels.  Apologists  generally  admit  that  this  source,  at 
least,  is  dry  of  all  testimony  for  the  fourth  Gospel,  but 
Canon  Westcott  cannot  renounce  so  important  a  witness 
without  an  effort,  and  he  therefore  bolily  says :  "  When 
he,  (Hegesippus)  speaks  of  'the  door  of  Jesus'  in  his 
account  of  the  death  of  St.  James,  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  he  alludes  to  the  language  of  our  Lord 
recorded  by  St  John."  ^  The  passage  to  which  Canon 
Westcott  refers,  but  which  he  does  not  quote,  is  as 
follows : — "  Certain,  therefore,  of  the  seven  heretical 
parties  amongst  the  people,  already  described  by  me  in 
the  Memoirs,  inquired  of  him,  what  was  the  door  of 
Jesus ;  and  he  declared  this  (toStov— Jesus)  to  be  the 
Saviour.  From  which  some  believed  that  Jesus  is  the 
Christ.  But  the  aforementioned  heretics  did  not  believe 
either  a  resurrection,  or  a  coming  to  render  to  every  one 


*  Waun  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  19,  anm.  1. 
»  On  tho  Canon,  p.  182  f. 
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according  to  his  works.  As  many  as  believed,  however, 
did  so,  through  James."  The  rulers  fearing  that  the 
people  would  cause  a  tumult,  from  considering  Jesus  to 
be  the  Messiah  {Xpio-Tosi),  entreat  James  to  persuade 
them  concerning  Jesus,  and  prevent  their  being  deceived 
by  him ;  and  in  order  that  he  may  be  heard  by  the 
multitude,  they  place  James  upon  a  wing  of  the  temple, 
and  cry  to  him :  "  0  just  man,  whom  all  ought  to  believe, 
inasmuch  as  the  people  are  led  astray  after  Jesus,  the 
crucified,  declare  plainly  to  us  what  is  the  door  of  Jesus."  ^ 
To  find  in  this  a  reference  to  the  fourth  Gospel,  requires 
a  good  deal  of  ignorant  ingenuity,  or  apologetic  partiality. 
It  is  perfectly  clear  that,  as  an  allusion  to  John  x.  7,  9  : 
"  I  am  the  door,"  the  question :  "  What  is  the  door  of 
Jesus  ?"  is  mere  nonsense,  and  the  reply  of  James  totally 
irrelevant.  Such  a  question  in  reference  to  the  discourse 
in  the  fourth  Gospel,  moreover,  in  the  mouths  of  the 
antagonistic  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  is  an  interpretation 
which  is  obviously  too  preposterous.  Various  emenda- 
tions of  the  text  have  been  proposed  to  obviate  what  has 
been  regarded  as  a  difficulty  in  the  passage,  but  none  of 
these  have  been  adopted,  and  it  has  now  been  generally 
accepted,  that  dvpa  is  used  in  an  idiomatic  sense.  The 
word  is  very  frequently  employed  in  such  a  manner,  or 
symbolically,  in  the  New  Testament,^  and  by  the  Fathers. 

*  Tu4s  oZv  r&v  hrr^  aipfO'tcov  rS>v  iv  r^  Xay,  rmv  irpcyrypofifUiwy  ftoi  iv 
Tois  vnofivrifuurtP,  iwuvOavovro  avnov,  ris  ff  Bvpa  rov  'Irftrov,  KaX  ^Xcyc  rovrov 
c2mu  t6v  2<ffTjjptL  *Ef  &y  rtvts  M(nTv<rttv,  &n  *l7j<rovs  tarh  6  XpiaT6s,  Al  Bi 
aip€(r9is  al  vpo^iprifiipai  ovk  hrUntvw  oCn  aycumunyf  oOrt  tpx6yL€vov  ann^vvoi 

€K&(mf  irara  r^  ?pyo  avrov,    *0<roi  dc  xol  iviareva'av,  dih  *Iciica>/3oy. 

AlK<u€f  ^  iroPTfS  ir€l0(iTOai  6<f>€CKofi€Vj  ^irtX  6  \a6s  nXavarai  inl<r<o  'Lyo-ov  rov 
oravpoiBanros,  airayy^CKov  rifilv  tIs  ^  Bvpa  rov  'irja-ov,  Eusebiua,  H.  E., 
ii.  23. 

*  Of.  Actsxiy.  27;  1  Cor.  xyi.  9;  2  Cor.  ii.  12;  CoL  iv.  3;  James  v. 
9;  Eev.  iii.  8,  20;  iy.  1. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


318  SUPEBNATUEAL  RELIGION. 

The  Jews  were  well  acquainted  with  a  similar  use  of  the 
word  in  the  Old  Testament,  in  some  of  the  Messianic 
Psalms,  as  for  instance  :  Ps.  cxviii.  19,  20  (cxvii,  19,  20 
Sept.).  19,"  Open  to  me  the  gates  {irvXas)  of  righteousness ; 
entering  into  them,  I  will  give  praise  to  the  Lord ;"  20, 
"  This  is  the  gate  (17  ttvXtj)  of  the  Lord,  the  righteous 
shall  enter  into  it"^  Quoting  this  passage,  Clement  of 
Alexandria  remarks:  "  But  explaining  the  meaning  of  the 
prophet,  Barnabas  adds  :  Many  gates  (TrvXoiv)  being  open, 
that  which  is  in  righteousness  is  in  Christ,  in  which  all 
those  who  enter  are  blessed/'^  Grabe  explains  the  passage 
of  Hegesippus,  by  a  reference  to  the  frequent  allusions 
in  Scripture  to  the  two  ways :  one  of  light,  the  other  of 
darkness  ;  the  one  leading  to  life,  the  other  to  death  ;  as 
well  as  the  simile  of  two  gates  which  is  coupled  with 
them,  as  in  Matt.  viL  13  flf.  He,  therefore,  explains  the 
question  of  the  rulers  :  "  What  is  the  door  of  Jesus  ?"  as 
an  inquiry  into  the  judgment  of  James  concerning  him  : 
whether  he  was  a  teacher  of  truth  or  a  deceiver  of  the 
people ;  whether  belief  in  him  was  the  way  and  gate  of 
life  and  salvation,  or  of  death  and  perdition.'  He  refers 
as  an  illustration  to  the  Epistle  of  Barnabas,  xviii: 
**  There  are  two  ways  of  doctrine  and  authority  :  one  of 
light,  the  other  of  darkness.  But  there  is  a  great  differ- 
ence between  the  two  ways."*  The  Epistle,  under  the 
symbol  of  the  two  ways,  classifies  the  whole  of  the  moral 


»  Cf.  Pe.  xxiv.  7—8  (xxiii.  7—8  Sept.) 

'  €(ijyovfi€vos  bi  t6  prfrhv  tdv  irpo<t>Tjrov  BapvaPas  ini<f>ip(i  '  "  iroXX«j»  vvK&v 
aiKoyviSiV,  ff  iv  biKoioirvvjj  avrtf  iariv  rj  iv  Xpurr^  iv  ff  ficuedptoi  irapTts  ol 
fl(r€\$6vT(s,'*  Strom,  yi.  8,  §  64.  This  passage  is  not  to  be  found  in 
the  Epistle  of  Barnabas. 

»  Spicil.  Tatr.,  ii.  p.  254. 

*  *0^1  dvo  fl(r\v  bi^xV^  ****  €^va-ia5f  rj  re  rov  (fxurhsf  ical  ^  tov  trxiTrovs* 
Aui<f>opa  de  iroXX^  riov  6vo  odwv,    Bamabse  Ep.  xyiii. 
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kw.^  In  the  Clementine  Homilies,  xviii.  17,  there  is  a 
version  of  the  saying.  Matt.  vii.  13f.,  derived  from 
another  source,  in  which  "  way  "  is  more  decidedly  even 
than  in  oui  first  Synoptic  made  the  equivalent  of  "gate:" 
"  Enter  ye  through  the  narrow  and  straightened  way 
(6809)  through  which  ye  shall  enter  into  life/^  Eusebius 
himself,  who  has  preserved  the  fragment,  evidently 
understood  it  distinctly  in  the  same  sense,  and  he  gave 
its  true  meaning  in  another  of  his  works,  where  he 
paraphrases  the  question  into  an  enquiry,  as  to  the 
opinion  which  James  held  concerning  Jesus  {riva  irepl 
Tov  *Irjarov  ej(ot  So^av).^  This  view  is  supported  by 
many  learned  men,  and  Routh  has  pointed  out  that 
Ernesti  considered  he  would  have  been  right  in  making 
SiBaxri,  doctrine,  teaching,  the  equivalent  of  dvpa, 
although  he  admits  that  Eusebius  does  not  once  use  it 
in  his  history,  in  connection  with  Christian  doctrine.^ 
He  might,  however,  have  instanced  this  passage,  in 
which  it  is  clearly  used  in  this  sense,  and  so  explained 
by  Eusebius.  In  any  other  sense  the  question  is  simple 
nonsense.  There  is  evidently  no  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  here  to  ridicule,  in  asking  : 
"  What  is  the  door  of  Jesus  ?"  but  they  desire  James  to 
declare  plainly  to  the  people,  what  is  the  teaching  of 

^  In  like  manner  the  Clementine  Homilies  give  a  peculiar  version  of 
Deut.  XXX.  15 :  "  Behold  I  have  set  before  thy  face  the  vay  of  life,  and 
the  way  of  death."  'Idov  TeBeuca  irpb  Trpoa-omov  axxv  rriv  6b6v  r^y  (loariSt  #cal 
T^v  656v  TOV  Bavarov,    Horn,  xviii.  17,  cf.  vii.  7. 

*  Prsep.  Evang.  iii  7.    Routh,  Eel.  Sacr.  i.  p.  235. 

■  Si  ego  in  Glossis  ponerem :  6vpa,  ^*^ax^»  rectum  esset.  Sed  respicerem 
ad  loca  Grsecorum  theologorum  v.  0.  Eusebii  in  BKst.  Ecd.  ubi  non 
semel  6vpa  Xpurrov  (sic)  de  doctrina  Christiana,  dicitur."  Dissert.  De 
Ueu  Glossarwnm.  Bauthy  Eeliq.  Sacrro.  i.  p.  236.  Donaldson  gives  as 
the  most  probable  meaning :  "  To  what  is  it  that  Jesus  is  to  lead  us  P 
And  James'  answer  is  therefore :  *  To  salvation.' "  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and 
Dootr.,  iii.  p.  190,  note. 
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Jesus,  and  his  personal  pretension.  To  suppose  that  the 
rulers  of  the  Jews  set  James  upon  a  wing  of  the  temple, 
in  order  that  they  might  ask  him  a  question,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  multitude,  based  upon  a  discourse  in  the 
fourth  Gospel,  unknown  to  the  Sjmoptics,  and  even  in 
relation  to  which  such  an  inquiry  as  :  "  What  is  the 
door  of  Jesus?"  becomes  mere  ironical  nonsense,  sur- 
passes all  that  we  could  have  imagined,  even  of  apologetic 
zeal. 

We  have  already^  said  all  that  is  necessary  with 
regard  to  Hegesippus,  in  connection  with  the  Synoptics, 
and  need  not  add  more  here.  It  is  certain  that  had  he 
mentioned  our  Gospels,  and  we  may  say  particularly  the 
fourth,  the  fact  would  have  been  recorded  by  Eusebius. 
This  first  historian  of  the  Christian  Church,  whose 
vTToiivrjiiaTa  were  composed  during  the  time  of  the 
Roman  Bishop  Eleutherus,  "a.d.  177  (182?),  193,"* 
presents  the  suggestive  phenomenon  of  a  Christian  of 
learning  and  extensive  observation,  even  at  that  late 
date,  who  had  travelled  throughout  the  Christian  com- 
munities with  a  view  to  ascertaining  the  state  of  the 
Church,  who  made  exclusive  use  of  the  Gospel  accord- 
ing to  the  Hebrews,  displayed  no  knowledge  of  our 
Gospels,  and  whose  only  Canon  wa^  the  Law,  the 
Prophets,  and  the  words  of  the  Lord,  which  he  derived 
from  the  Hebrew  Gospel,  and  probably  from  oral  tradi- 
tion.- 

In  Papias  of  Hierapolis '  we  have  a  amilar  phenome- 
non: a  Bishop  of  the  Christian  Church,  flourishing  in 
the  second  half  of  the  second  century,  who  recognized 

»  Vol.  J.  p.  429  ff. 

'  Tischendorf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  b.  w.,  p.  19,  anin.  1. 

•  See  vol.  i.  p.  444  ff. 
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none  of  our  Gospels,  made  use  of  the  Gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrews,  and  set  oral  tradition  above  all 
written  documents  with  which  he  was  acquainted.  It 
is  perfectly  clear  that  the  works  of  Matthew  and  Mark, 
regarding  which  he  records  such  important  particulars, 
are  not  the  Gospels  in  our  Canon,  which  pass  under 
their  names,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  he 
referred  to  the  fourth  Gospel  or  made  use  of  it.  He 
is,  therefore,  at  least,  a  total  blank  so  far  as  the  Johan- 
nine  Gospel  and  our  third  Synoptic  are  concerned,  but 
he  is  more  than  this,  and  it  may,  we  think,  be  concluded 
that  Papias  was  not  acquainted  with  any  Gospels  which 
he  regarded  as  Apostolic  compositions,  or  authoritative 
documents.  It  is  impossible  that,  knowing,  and  recog- 
nizing the  Apostolic  origin  and  authority  of,  such 
Gospels,  he  could  have  spoken  of  them  in  such  terms, 
and  held  them  so  cheap  in  comparison  with  tradition,  or 
that  he  should  have  undertaken,  ajs  he  undoubtedly  did, 
to  supplement  and  correct  them  by  his  work,  which 
Eusebius  describes.  "For  I  have  not,  like  the  multi- 
tude," he  says,  "  taken  pleasure  in  those  who  spoke 
much,  but  in  those  who  taught  the  truth ;  neither  in 
those  who  recorded  alien  commandments,  but  in  those 
who  recall  those  delivered  by  the  .Lord  to  the  faith,  and 
which  proceed  from  the  truth  itself.  If  it  happened  that 
any  one  came,  who  had  associated  with  the  Presbyters,  I 
inquired  minutely  after  the  words  of  the  Presbyters, 
what  Andrew  or  what  Peter  said,  or  what  Philip  or  what 
Thomas  or  James,  or  what  John  or  Matthew,  or  what 
any  other  of  the  disciples  of  the  Lord  said ;  what 
Aristion  and  the  Presbyter  John,  the  disciples  of  the 
Lord,  say.  For  I  hold  that  what  was  to  be  derived  from 
books  was  not  so  profitable  as  that  from  the  living  and 

VOL.  H  Y  T 
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abiding  voice  (of  tradition)."*  This  depreciation  of 
books,  and  anxiety  to  know  "  what  John  or  Matthew,  or 
the  other  disciples  of  the  Lord  said,"  is  incompatible  with 
the  supposition  that  he  was  acquainted  with  Gospels^ 
which  he  attributed  to  those  Apostles.  Had  he  expressed 
any  recognition  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  Eusebius  would 
certainly  have  mentioned  the  fact,  and  this  silence  of 
Papias  is  strong  presumptive  evidence  against  the  Johan- 
nine  Gospel^ 

Tischendorf  8  main  argument  in  regard  to  the  Phrygian 
Bishop  is,  that  his  silence  does  not  make  Papias  a  witness 
against  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  he  maintains  that  the 
omission  of  any  mention  by  Eusebius  of  the  use  of  this 
Gospel  in  the  work  of  Papias  is  not  singular,  and  does 
not  involve  the  conclusion  that  he  did  not  know  it,  inas- 
much as  it  was  not,  he  aflSrms,  the  purpose  of  Eusebius 
to  record  the  mention  or  use  of  the  books  of  the  New 
Testament  which  were  not  disputed.*  This  reasoning, 
however,  is  opposed  to  the  practice  and  express  declaration 
of  Eusebius  himself,  who  says  :  "  But  in  the  course  of  the 
history  I  shall,  with  the  successions  (from  the  Aposties), 
carefully  intimate  what  ecclesiastical  writers  according  to 
the  time  made  use  of  the  Antilegomena  (or  disputed 
writings),  and  what  has  been  stated  as  well  regarding  the 

>  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iii.  39. 

'  It  is  evident  that  Papias  did  not  regard  the  works  by  "  Matthew"  and 
"  Mark  "  which  he  mentions,  as  of  any  authority.  Lideed,  aU  that  he 
reports  regarding  the  latter  is  merely  apologetic,  and  in  deprecation  of 
criticism. 

»  ZeUer,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1845,  p.  662  ff. ;  1847,  p.  148  f. ;  Hilgenfeld, 
Die  Evangelion,  p.  344 ;  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1866,  p.  334  ;  Credner, 
BeitiiLge,  i.  p.  23  f. ;  SchoUm,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  16  ff. ;  Davidson^ 
Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  371 ;  Volhmary  Der  Ursprung,  p.  61 ;  Beruiny  Vie  de 
J6sus,  xiii"*  ed.,  1867,  p.  Iviii.  f. ;  Strauss,  Das  Leben  Jesu,  1864, 
p.  62 ;  Lutzelherger,  Die  kirchl.  Tradition  iib.  Ap.  Joh.,  u.  s.  w.,  1840, 
p.  89  ff.  *  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  112  ff. 
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collected  {a^Biad-qKoi)  and  Homolegoumena  (or  accepted 
writings),  as  regarding  those  which  are  not  of  this  kind."  ^ 
The  presumption,  therefore,  naturally  is  that,  as  Eusebius 
did  not  mention  the  fact,  he  did  not  find  any  reference 
to  the  fourth  Gospel  in  the  work  of  Papias.  This  pre- 
sumption is  confirmed  by  the  circumstance  that  when 
Eusebius  writes,  elsewhere  (H.  E.  iii.  24),  of  the  order  of 
the  Gospels,  and  the  composition  of  John's  Gospel,  he 
has  no  greater  authority  to  give  for  his  account  than 
mere  tradition :  "  they  say"  {(f}aarC).  It  is  scarcely 
probable  that  when  Papias  collected  fi:om  the  Presbyter 
the  facts  concerning  Matthew  and  Mark  he  would  not 
also  have  inquired  about  the  Gospel  by  John,  had  he 
known  it,  and  recorded  what  he  had  heard,  or  that  Euse- 
bius would  not  have  quoted  the  account. 

Proceeding  from  this  merely  negative  argument,  Tis- 
chendorf  endeavours  to  show  that  not  only  is  Papias  not 
a  witness  against  the  fourth  Gospel,  but  that  he  presents 
testimony  in  its  favour.  The  first  reason  he  advances  is 
that  Eusebius  states :  "  The  same  (Papias)  made  use  of 
testimonies  out  of  the  first  Epistle  of  John,  and  likewise 
of  Peter."  ^  On  the  supposed  identity  of  the  authorship 
of  the  Epistle  and  Gospel',  Tischendorf,  as  in  the  case  of 
Polycarp,  claims  this  as  evidence  for  the  fourth  Gospel. 
Eusebius,  however,  does  not  quote  the  passages  upon 
which  he  bases  this  statement,  and  knowing  his  inaccu- 
racy and  the  hasty  and  uncritical  manner  in  which  he 
and  theEathers  generally  jump  at  such  conclusions,  we 

*  Updiovojjs  de  Trjs  laropiaSf  irpoHfyyov  iroiTia-ofuu  ai/v  tois  diodoxaif  vtto- 
OTjfiTjvaaBait  rives  tS>p  koto,  xpovovs  emcKrja'taoTiK&v  <nryypa</>c«v  Sttouus  Ktxpfivrai 
rSiv  dvrikfyofi€i/<oVf  rlva  re  irepi  tS>v  €vbiaBTjKci>v  Koi  6fi6koyovfi€vmv  ypa<j)S>v,  Koi 
Saa  ir€pX  Tav  firf  toiovtcdu  ovtois  ctprjrai,     EusebiuBf  H.  E.,  iii.  3. 

'  Ke;(pj;rac  S*  6  avr6s  fiofrrvpuus  €^"6  rr^s  *lo>awov  irporipat  i^urrokrjs,  koX 
dv6  TTJs  Uerpov  6fxoi(os.     Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iii.  39. 
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must  reject  this  as  sufficient  evidence  that  Papias  really 
did  use  the  Epistle,  and  that  Eusebius  did  not  adopt  his 
opinion  from  a  mere  superficial  analogy  of  passages.* 
The  fact  of  his  reference  to  the  Epistle  at  all  is  therefore 
doubtful,  and,  even  if  really  made,  the  argument  remains 
open  as  to  how  far  it  bears  upon  the  Gospel,  which  we 
shall  have  hereafter  to  consider. 

The  next  testimony  advanced  by  Tischendorf  is  indeed 
of  an  extraordinary  character.  There  is  a  Latin  MS. 
(Vat  Alex.  14)  in  the  Vatican,  which  Tischendorf  assigns 
to  the  ninth  century,  in  which  there  is  a  preface  by  an 
unknown  hand  to  the  Gospel  according  to  John,  which 
commences  as  follows  :  "  Evangelium  iohannis  manifes- 
tatum  et  datum  est  ecclesiis  ab  iohanne  adhuc  in  corpore 
constituto,  sicut  papias  nomine  hierapolitanus  discipulus 
iohannis  carus  in  exotcricis  id  est  in  extremis  quinque 
libris  retulit."  "The  Gospel  of  John  was  published 
and  given  to  the  churches  by  John  whilst  he  was  still 
in  the  flesh,  as  Papias,  by  name  of  Hierapolis,  an  esteemed 
disciple  of  John,  relates  at  the  end  of  the  fifth  book." 
Tischendorf  says :  "  There  can,  therefore,  be  no  more 
decided  declaration  made  of  the  testimony  of  Papias  for 
the  Johannine  Gospel."  ^  He  wishes  to  end  the  quotation 
here,  and  only  refers  to  the  continuation,  which  he  is 
obliged  to  admit  to  be  untenable,  in  a  note.  The  pas^ge 
proceeds :  "  Disscripsit  vero  evangelium  dictante  iohanne 
recte."  "  He  (Papias)  indeed  wrote  out  the  Gospel,  John 
duly  dictating ;"  then  follows  another  passage  regarding 
Marcion,  representing  him  also  as  a  contemporary  of 
John,  which  Tischendorf  likewise  confesses  to  be  untrue.^ 

*  Scltolterif  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  17;  Dae  Eyang.  Johan.,  p.  8;  Zell^, 
Theol.  Jahrb.,  1845,  p.  652  ff.,  1847,  p.  148  f. ;  LUtzelherger,  Die  kirchl. 
Tradition  tib.  Ap.  Job.,  p.  92  flf.;  Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  373. 

•  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  119. 

»  Wann  warden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  119,  anm.  1.  r^  T 
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Now  Tischendorf  admits  that  the  writer  desires  it  to  be 
understood  that  he  derived  the  information  that  Papias 
wrote  the  fourth  Gospel  at  the  dictation  of  John  likewise 
from  the  work  of  Papias,  and  as  it  is  perfectly  impossible, 
by  his  own  admissions,  that  Papias,  who  was  not  a  con- 
temporary of  the  Apostle,  could  have  stated  this,  the 
whole  passage  is  clearly  fabulous  and  written  by  a  person 
who  never  saw  the  book  at  alL  This  extraordinary  piece 
of  evidence  is  so  obviously  absurd  that  it  is  passed  over  in 
silence  by  other  critics,  even  of  the  strongest  apologetic 
tendency,  and  it  stands  here  a  pitiable  instance  of  the 
arguments  to  which  destitute  criticism  can  be  reduced. 

In  order  to  do  full  justice  to  the  last  of  the  arguments 
of  Tischendorf,  we  shall  give  it  in  his  own  words : 
"Before  we  separate  from  Papias,  we  have  still  to 
think  of  one  testimony  for  the  Gospel  of  John  which 
Irenseus,  v.  36,  §  2,  quotes  even  out  of  the  mouth  of  the 
Presbyters,  those  high  authorities  of  Papias :  *  And 
therefore,  say  they,  the  Lord  declared :  In  my  Father's 
house  are  many  mansions'  (John  xiv.  2).  As  the  Pres- 
byters set  this  declaration  in  connection  with  the  blessed- 
ness of  the  righteous  in  the  City  of  God,  in  Paradise,  in 
Heaven,  according  as  they  bear  thirty,  sixty,  or  one 
hundred-fold  fruit,  nothing  is  more  probable  than  that 
Irenaeus  takes  this  whole  declaration  of  the  Presbyters, 
which  he  gives,  §§  1-2,  like  the  preceding  description 
of  the  thousand  years'  reign,  from  the  work  of  Papias. 
But  whether  they  are  derived  from  thence  or  not,  the 
authority  of  the  Presbyters  is  in  any  case  higher  than 
that  of  Papias,"  &c.^  Now  in  the  quotation  from  Irenoeus 

^  Ehe  wir  aber  Ton  Papias  scheiden,  haben  wir  noch  eines  Zeugnisses 
fiir  das  JohanneseTangelium  zu  gedenken,  das  Irenaus,  y.  36,  2  sogar  aus 
dem  Munde  der  Presbyter,  jener  hohen  AutoriiSten  des  Papias  anfiihrt. 
**  Und  desbalb  sagen  sie  habe  der  Herr  den  Ausspruch  gethan:  In  meines 
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given  in  this  passage,  Tischendorf  renders  the  oblique 
construction  of  the  text  by  inserting  "  say  they/'  referring 
to  the  Presbyters  of  Papias,  and,  as  he  does  not  give  the 
original,  he  should  at  least  have  indicated  that  these 
words  are  supplementary.  We  shall  endeavour  as  briefly 
as  possible  to  state  the  facts  of  the  case. 

Irenaeus,  with  many  quotations  from  Scripture,  is 
arguing  that  our  bodies  are  preserved,  and  that  the 
Saints  who  have  suffered  so  much  in  the  flesh  shall  in 
that  flesh  receive  the  fruits  of  their  labours.  In  v.  33,  §  2, 
he  refers  to  the  saying  given  in  Matt  xix.  29  (Luke 
xviii  29,  30)  that  whosoever  has  left  lands,  &c.,  because 
of  Christ  shall  receive  a  hundred-fold  in  this  world,  and 
in  the  next,  eternal  life ;  and  then,  enlarging  on  the 
abundance  of  the  blessings  in  the  Millennial  kingdom,  he 
affirms  that  Creation  will  be  renovated,  and  the  Earth 
acquire  wonderful  fertility,  and  he  adds :  §  3,  "As  the  Pres- 
byters who  saw  John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord,  remember 
that  they  heard  from  him,  that  the  Lord  taught  concern- 
ing those  times  and  said:"  &c.  (" Quemadmodum  pres- 
byteri  meminerunt,  qui  Joannem  discipulum  Domini 
viderunt,  audisse  so  ab  eo,  quemadmodum  de  temporibus 
iUis  docebat  Dominus,  et  dicebat,'^  &c.},  and  then  he 
quotes  the  passage  :  ''  The  days  will  come  in  which 
vines  will  grow  each  having  ten  thousand  Branches,*' 
&c. ;  and  "  In  like  manner  that  a  grain  of  wheat  would 

Vaters  Hause  smd  yiele  Wohnungen "  (Joh.  14,  2).  Da  die  Presbyter 
diesen  Ausspruoh  in  Yerbindung  setzten  mit  den  Seligkeitsstufen  der 
Gerechten  in  der  Gottesstadt,  im  Paradiese,  im  Himmel,  je  nachdexn  sie 
dreissig-  oder  secbzig-  oder  hundertfaltig  Frucht  tragen,  so  ist  nichts 
wahrsoheinlicber  als  dass  Irenlius  diese  ganze  Aussage  der  Presbyter, 
die  er  a.  a.  O.  1 — 2  gibt,  gleich  der  yorhergegangenen  Sohilderung  dee 
tausendjahrigen  Beichs,  dem  Werke  des  Papias  entlehnte.  Mag  sie  aber 
daher  stammen  oder  nicht,  jedenfalls  steht  die  Autoritat  der  Presbyter 
hohor  als  die  des  Papias ;  u.  s.  w.     Wann  wnrden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  119  f. 
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produce  ten  thousand  ears/'  &c.  With  regard  to  these  he 
says,  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  paragraph,  v.  33,  §  4, 
*' These  things  are  testified  in  writing  by  Papias,  a 
hearer  of  John  and  associate  of  Polycarp,  an  ancient 
man,  in  the  fourth  of  his  books :  for  there  were  five  books 
composed  by  him.*  And  he  added  saying  :  '  But  these 
things  are  credible  to  believers.  And  Judas  the  traitor 
not  believing,  and  asking  how  shall  such  growths  be 
effected  by  the  Lord,  the  Lord  said  :  They  shall  see 
who  shall  come  to  them.'  Prophesying  of  these  times, 
therefore,  Isaiah  says :  '  The  Wolf  ako  shall  feed  with 
the  Lamb,'  &c.  &c.  (quoting  Isaiah  xi.  6 — 9),  and  again 
he  says,  recapitulating :  '  Wolves  and  lambs  shall  then 
feed  together,' "  &c.  (quoting  Isaiah  Ixv.  25),  and  so  on, 
continuing  his  argument.  It  is  clear  that  Ircnseus  intro- 
duces the  quotation  from  Papias,  and  ending  his  reference 
at :  "  They  shall  see  who  shall  come  to  them,''  he  con- 
tinues, with  a  quotation  from  Isaiah,  his  own  train  of 
reasoning.  We  give  this  passage  to  show  the  manner 
in  which  Irenseus  proceeds.  He  then  continues  with  the 
same  subject,  quoting  (v.  34, 35)  Isaiah,  Ezekiel,  Jeremiah, 
Daniel,  the  Apocalypse,  and  sayings  found  in  the  New 
Testament  bearing  upon  the  Millennium.  In  c.  35  he 
argues  that  the  prophecies  he  quotes  of  Isaiah,  Jeremiah, 
and  the  Apocal)rpse  must  not  be  allegorized  away,  but 
that  they  literally  describe  the  blessings  to  be  enjoyed, 
after  the  eoming  of  Antichrist  and  the  resurrection,  in 
the  New  Jerusalem  on  earth,  and  he  quotes  Isaiah  vi.  12, 
Ix.  5,  21,  and  a  long  passage  from  Baruch  iv.  36,  v.  9 
(which  he  ascribes  to  Jeremiah),  Isaiah  xlix.  16,  Gala- 

^  EwehtuB  has  preserved  the  Qieek  of  this  passage  (H.  E.,  iii.  39),  and 
goes  on  to  contradict  the  statement  of  Irenseus  that  Papias  was  a  hearer 
and  contemporary  of  the  Apostles.  Eusebius  states  that  Papias  in  his 
preface  by  no  means  asserts  that  he  was. 
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tians  iv.  26,  Rev.  xxi.  2,  xx.  2 — 15,  xxi.  1 — 6,  all 
descriptive,  as  he  maintains,  of  the  Millennial  kingdom 
prepared  for  the  Saints;  and  then  in  v.  36,  the  last 
chapter  of  his  work  on  Heresies,  as  if  resuming  his  pre- 
vious argument,  he  proceeds:*  §  1.  "And  that  these 
things  shall  ever  remain  without  end  Isaiah  says  :  *  For 
like  as  the  new  heaven  and  the  new  earth  which  I  make 
remain  before  me,  saith  the  Lord,  so  shall  your  seed  and 
your  name  continue,'  ^  and  as  the  Presbyters  say,  then 
those  who  have  been  deemed  worthy  of  living  in  heaven 
shall  go  thither,  and  others  shall  enjoy  the  delights  of 
Paradise,  and  others  shall  possess  the  glory  of  the  City  ; 
for  everywhere  the  Saviour  shall  be  seen  as  those  who 
see  him  shall  be  worthy.  §  2.  But  .  .  .  there  is  this 
distinction  of  dwelling  (co/ac  Se  ttji/  SicurroXi^i/  ravrrju 
TTJs  olKTJar€0)s)  ^  of  thosc  bearing  fruit  the  hundred  fold, 
and  of  the  (bearers)  of  the  sixty  fold,  and  of  the  (bearers 
of)  the  thirty  fold  :  of  whom  some  indeed  shall  be  taken 
up  into  the  heavens,  some  shall  live  in  Paradise,  and 
some  shall  inhabit  the  City,  and  for  this  reason  (Sta  rovro 
' — ^propter  hoc)  the  Lord  declared  :  In  the  (heavens)  of 

*  We  have  the  foUowing  passage  only  in  the  old  Latin  yersion,  with 
fragments  of  the  Greek  preserved  by  Andrew  of  Ceesarea  in  his  Comment* 
in  Apoc,  xviii.,  Ixiv.,  and  elsewhere. 

^  Isaiah  Ixvi.  22,  Sept. 

■  Having  just  observed  that  a  note  in  this  place,  in  previous  editions, 
has  been  understood  as  an  accusation  against  Dr.  Westoott  of  deliberate 
falsification  of  the  text  of  Irenaous,  we  at  once  withdraw  it  with  unfeigned 
regret  that  the  expressions  used  could  bear  an  interpretation  so  far  from 
our  intention.  We  desired  simply  to  object  to  the  insertion  of  '*they 
taught''  (on  the  Canon,  p.  61,  note  2)  without  some  indication,  in  the 
absence  of  the  original  text,  that  these  words  are  merely  supplomentar}" 
and  conjectural.  The  source  of  the  indirect  passage  is  of  course  mattcor 
of  argument,  and  we  make  it  so,  but  it  seems  to  us  that  the  introduction 
of  specific  words  like  these,  without  explanation  of  any  kind,  conveys  to 
the  general  reader  too  positive  a  view  of  the  case.  We  may  perhaps  be 
permitted  to  say  that  we  folly  recognize  Dr.  Westcott's  sincere  love  of 
ti-uth,  and  feel  the  most  genuine  respect  for  his  character. 
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my  Father  are  many  mansions  (e/  rol^  rov  narpo^  /xov 
fiovas  ehai  TroXXas).^  For  all  tilings  are  of  God,  who 
prepares  for  all  a  fitting  habitation  as  his  Word  says,  to 
be  allotted  to  all  by  the  Father  according  as  each  is  or 
shall  be  worthy.  And  this  is  the  couch  upon  which  they 
recline  who  are  invited  to  banquet  at  the  Wedding.  The 
Presbyters  disciples  of  the  Apostles  state  this  to  be  the 
order  and  arrangement  of  those  who  are  saved,  and  that 
by  such  steps  they  advance,"  ^  &c.  &c. 

Now  it  is  impossible  for  any  one  who  attentively  con- 
siders the  whole  of  this  passage,  and  who  makes  himself 
acquainted  with  the  manner  in  which  Irenaeus  conducts 
his  argument,  and  interweaves  it  with  quotations,  to 
assert  that  the  phrase  we  are  considering  must  have  been 
taken  from  a  book  referred  to  three  chapters  earher,  and 
was  not  introduced  by  Irenaeus  from  some  other  source. 
In  the  passage  from  the  commencement  of  the  second 
paragraph  Irenaeus  enlarges  upon,  and  illustrates,  what 
*'  the  Presbyters  say  "  regarding  the  blessedness  of  the 

^  With  this  may  be  compared  John  xiy.  2,  iv  rg  oUla  rov  7raTp6s  fiov 
fioval  TToXXai  flaiv.  If  the  passage  be  maintained  to  be  from  the  Presbyters, 
the  yariations  from  the  text  of  the  Gospel  are  important. 

^  .  .  .  .  <l>ricr\v  yap  'Haatas  "*0i'  Tp6vop  yap  6  ovpavhs  Koivos  Koi  rj  y5  icoiv^,  A 
iyoa  7roi&,  ficVei  kvamiov  e/xov,  Xcyci  Kvptor,  ovro)  or^o'crai  rh  aw€pfiLa  vp.Stv  Kcti  rb 
Svofia  vfiav  ,  ,  ,  **  cds  oi  7rpe<r/3vr€po*  Xryowo-t,  t<Jt€  Koi  ol  fi€P  icoro^u^cWcf  rrjs  cv 
ovpav^  dtarpifirjs  cjcctcre  \(aprnTov<nv^  ol  dc  r^£  rov  Trapadclcov  rpv^f  oTroXav- 
a-ovaw,  ol  bt  rrfv  \ap,irp6T7fra  r^s  irSKtios  KoBi^vcw*  wavraxov  ykp  6  l^oyrffp 
6paBr)(FtTaL,  KoBas  &^ioi  ttrovrai  ol  6p&vT€s  avT6v, 

2.  Emit  di  T^p  duuTToXffV  ravrrjp  rrjs  olKTi<T€a>s  tS>p  rh,  tKor^p  icopTTCx/k)- 
povPTtupy  Koi  rap  t6,  cf^/covro,  Ka\  rS>p  ra  Tpuucopra'  l)P  ol  flip  €ls  tovs  ovpavovs 
dpaK7f(f)SrjaoPTaij  ol  be  eV  t^  irapahtia-t^  diarpi^&o-iv,  ol  hk  rrip  iroKiP  Karoucri^ 
crovciv*  Ka\  diii  tovto  tlpriK€Pai  top  KvpwPf  cV  Tois  rov  irarpds  fjLov  iiopas  tlvM 
iroXXdf  •  rh.  iravra  yhp  rov  Beoii,  ts  rots  iracr*  rrjp  &pfi6{^owr€ip  oucrja-ip  Traptx^i. 
Quemadmodum  Verbum  ejus  ait,  omnibus  diyisum  esse  a  Patre  secun- 
dum quod  quis  est  dignus,  aut  erit.  Et  hoc  est  triclinium,  in  quo  recum- 
bent ii  qui  epulantor  yocati  ad  nuptias.  Hanc  esse  ad  ordinationem  et 
dispositionem  eorum  qui  salyantur,  dicont  presbyteri  apostolonun 
discipuli,  et  per  hnjusmodi  gradus  proficere,  &c.,  &c.  Irerueua,  Adv. 
Hser.,  y.  36,  §§  1,  2. 
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saints,  by  quoting  the  view  held  as  to  the  distinction 
between  those  bearing  firuit  thirty  fold,  sixty  fold,  and 
one  hundred  fold,'  and  the  interpretation  given  of  the 
saying  regarding  "  many  mansions,"  but  the  source  of  his 
quotation  is  quite  indefinite,  and  may  simply  be  the 
exegesis  of  his  own  day.  That  this  is  probably  the  case 
is  shown  by  the  continuation :  "  And  this  is  the  Couch 
upon  which  they  recline  who  are  invited  to  banquet  at 
the  Wedding  " — an  allusion  to  the  marriage  supper  upon 
which  IrensBUS  had  previously  enlarged ;  ^  immediately 
after  which  phrase,  introduced  by  Irenaeus  himself,  he 
says  :  *'  The  Presbyters,  the  disciples  of  the  apostles,  state 
this  to  be  the  order  and  arrangement  of  those  who  are 
saved,"  &c.  Now,  if  the  preceding  passages  had  been  a 
mere  quotation  from  the  Presbyters  of  Papias,  such  a 
remark  would  have  been  out  of  place  and  useless,  but 
being  the  exposition  of  the  prevailing  views,  Irenaeus 
confirms  it  and  prepares  to  wind  up  the  whole  subject 
by  the  general  statement  that  the  Presbyters,  the  dis- 
ciples of  the  Apostles,  affirm  this  to  be  the  order  and 
arrangement  of  those  who  are  saved,  and  that  by  such 
steps  they  advance  and  ascend  through  the  Spirit  to  the 
Son,  and  through  the  Son  to  the  Father,  &c.,  and  a  few 
sentences  after  he  closes  his  work. 

In  no  case,  however,  can  it  be  affirmed  that  the  citation 
of  "  the  Presbyters,"  and  the  "  Presbyters,  disciples  of  the 
Apostles,"  is  a  reference  to  the  work  of  Papias.  When 
quoting  "  the  Presbyters  who  saw  John  the  disciple  of 
the  Lord,"  three  chapters  before,  IrenaBus  distinctly 
states  that  Papias  testifies  what  he  quotes  in  writing  in 
the  fourth  of  his  books,  but  there  is  nothing  whatever 

»  Matt.  xiii.  8 ;  Mark  iv.  20;  cf.  Afatt.  xxv.  14—29;  Luke  xix.  12— 
26  ;  xii.  47,  48.  «  Ady.  Hser.,  iy.  36,  §§  6,  6. 
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to  indicate  that  "  the  Presbyters/'  and  "  the  Presby1;ers, 
disciples  of  the  Apostles,"  subsequently  referred  to, 
after  a  complete  change  of  context,  have  anything  to 
do  with  Papias.  The  references  to  Presbyters  in  this 
work  of  Irenaeus  are  very  numerous,  and  when  we 
remember  the  importance  which  the  Bishop  of  Lyons 
attached  to  "  that  tradition  which  comes  from  the 
Apostles,  which  is  preserved  in  the  churches  by  a  suc- 
cession of  Presbyters,"  *  the  reference  before  us  assumes 
a  very  different  complexion.  In  one  place,  Irenaeus 
quotes  "the  divine  Presbyter"  (6  dtio^  npearfivTr}^)^  "the 
God-loving  Presbyter"  (6  0€o<t>LK^s  'irpea'fivrrii)^^  who 
wrote  verses  against  the  heretic  Marcus.  Elsewhere 
he  supports  his  extraordinary  statement  that  the  public 
career  of  Jesus,  instead  of  being  limited  to  a  single 
year,  extended  over  a  period  of  twenty  years,  and  that 
he  was  nearly  fifty  when  he  suffered,^  by  the  appeal :  "  As 
the  gospel  and  all  the  Presb3rters  testify,  those  of  Asia, 
who  had  met  with  John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord  (stating) 
that  these  things  were  transmitted  to  them  by  John. 
For  he  continued  among  them  till  the  times  of  Trajan."* 
That  these  Presbyters  are  not  quoted  from  the  work  of 
Papias  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  Eusebius,  who  had 
his  work,   quotes  the  passage  from  Irenaeus  without 


»  Adv.  Hser.,  iii.  2,  §  2;  cf.  i.  10,  §  1 ;  27,  §  1,  2;  ii.  22,  §  5;  iii.  pr»f. 
3,  S  4  ;  21,  S  3 ;  iv.  27,  §  1 ;  32,  §  1 ;  v.  20,  §  2  ;  30,  §  1. 

«  Ih.,  L  16,  §  6.  »  Ih„  ii.  22,  §§  4,  6. 

^  .  .  .  flicut  Eyangelium,  Koi  ndvT€s  ol  Trpea-fivrepoi  fiaprvpova-iPy  ol  Kctrh 
lifv  *AarUuf  ^It^dvyg  r^  rov  Kvpiov  yMBrjr^  avfipf^riK&rcSy  irapadtliwc^vat  ravra 
rhv  ^ladnnjK  Ilap€fi€W€  yhp  airrois  y^XP^  ^^  Tpcuavov  xpovuv.  Adv. 
Hser.,  ii.  22,  §  6.  Cf.  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iii.  23.  "  Those  of  Asia"  eyi- 
dently  refers  chiefly  to  Ephesus.  as  is  shown  by  the  passage  immediately 
after  quoted  by  Eusebius  from  Adv.  Haer.,  iii.  3,  §  4,  "  the  Church  in 
Epheeus  also  .  .  .  where  John  continued  until  the  times  of  Trajan,  is  a 
witness  to  the  truth  of  the  apostolic  tradition." 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


832  SUPERNATURAL  RELIGION. 

allusion  to  Papias,  and  as  he  adduces  two  witnesses  only, 
Irenseus  and  Clement  of  Alexandria,  to  prove  the  asser- 
tion regarding  John,  he  would  certainly  have  referred  to 
the  earlier  authority,  had  the  work  of  Papias  contained 
the  statement,  as  he  does  for  the  stories  regarding  the 
daughters  of  the  Apostle  Philip ;  the  miracle  in  favour 
of  Justus,  and  other  matters.*  We  need  not  refer  to 
Clement,  nor  to  Polycarp,  who  had  been  "taught  by 
Apostles,''  and  the  latter  of  whom  Irenaeus  knew  in  his 
youth.^  Irenaeus  in  one  place  also  gives  a  long  account 
of  the  teaching  of  some  one  upon  the  sins  of  David  and 
other  men  of  old,  which  he  introduces :  "  As  I  have 
heard  from  a  certain  Presbyter,  who  had  heard  it  from 
those  who  had  seen  the  Apostles,  and  from  those  who 
learnt  from  them,"  ^  &c.  Further  on,  speaking  evidently 
of  a  different  person,  he  says :  "  In  this  manner  also  a 
Presbyter  disciple  of  the  Apostles,  reasoned  regarding  the 
two  Testaments : ''  *  and  quotes  fully.  In  another  place 
IrensBUs,  after  quoting  Gen.  ii.  8,  "  And  God  planted  a 
Paradise  eastward  in  Eden,"  &c.,  states  :  "  Wherefore  the 
Presbyters  who  are  disciples  of  the  Apostles  (ot  Trpca- 
^vT€poL,  Toyv  anoarToXcjv  /xo^T^ral),  say  that  those  who 
were  translated  had  been  translated  thither,"  there  to 
remain  till  the  consummation  of  all  things  awaiting 
immortality,  and  Irenaeus  explains  that  it  was  into  this 

»  EuseUus,  H.  E.,  iii.  39. 

*  Adv.  Hfier.,  iii.  3,  §§  3,  4.  Fragment  from  his  work  De  Ogdoade  pre- 
sei-ved  by  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  v.  20. 

'  Quemadmodum  audiyi  a  quodam  presbytero,  qui  audierat  ab  his  qui 
apostolos  viderant,  et  ab  his  qui  didicerant,  &c.  Adv.  Hser.,  iv.  27,  §  1, 
cf.  §  2 ;  30,  §  1.  This  has  been  variously  conjectured  to  be  a  reference  to 
Polycarp,  Papias,  and  Pothinus  his  predecessor  at  Lyons,  but  it  is 
admitted  by  all  to  be  impossible  to  decide  upon  the  point. 

*  Htgusmodi  quoque  de  duobus  testamentis  senior  apostolorum  discipu- 
lufl  disputabat,  &c    Adv.  Haer.,  iv.  32,  §  1. 
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Paradise  that  Paul  was  caught  up  (2  Cor.  xii.  4).^  It 
seems  highly  probable  that  these  /'Presbyters  the 
disciples  of  the  Apostles ''  who  are  quoted  on  Paradise, 
are  the  same  "  Presbyters  the  disciples  of  the  Apostles  " 
referred  to  on  the  same  subject  (v.  36,  §§  1, 2)  whom  we 
are  discussing,  but  there  is  nothing  whatever  to  connect 
them  with  Papias.  On  the  contrary,  the  Presbyters 
whose  sayings  IrenaBUs  quotes  from  the  work  of  Papias 
are  specially  distinguished  as  "  the  Presbyters  who  saw 
John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord,"  a  distinction  made  upon 
another  occasion,  quoted  above,  in  connection  with 
the  age  of  Jesus.^  He  also  speaks  of  the  Septuagint 
translation  of  the  Bible  as  the  version  of  the  "  Presby- 
ters,"^ and  on  several  occasions  he  calls  Luke  "the 
follower  and  disciple  of  the  Apostles''  (Sectator  et 
discipulus  apostolorum)*,  and  characterizes  Mark  as  "  the 
interpreter  and  follower  of  Peter  "  (interpres  et  sectator 
Petri)',  and  refers  to  both  as  having  learnt  from  the 
words  of  the  Apostles.^  Here  is,  therefore,  a  wide 
choice  of  Presbyters,  including  even  Evangelists,  to 
whom  the  reference  of  Irenaeus  may  with  equal  right 
be  ascribed,'  so  that  it  is  unreasonable  to  claim  it  as  an 
allusion  to  the  work  of  Papias.®  Li  fSct,  Dr.  Tischen- 
dorf  and  Canon  Westcott^  stand  almost  alone  in  ad- 

»  Adv.  HfiBT.,  V.  5,  §  1.  »  Ih.,  ii.  22,  §  5. 

»  Ih,,  iii  21,  §§  3,  4.  *  75.,  i.  23,  §  1  ;  iii.  10,  §  1;  14,  §  1. 

»  26.,  iii.  10,  §  6.  «  J6.,  iii.  15,  §  3. 

7  In  the  New  Testament  the  term  Presbyter  is  even  used  in  reference 
to  Patriarchs  and  Prophets.    Heb.  xi.  2 ;  cf.  Afatt.  xv.  2 ;  Mark  vii  3, 5. 

•  With  regard  to  the  Presbyters  quoted  by  Iren»ns  generally.  Cf. 
Routhy  Eeliq.  Sacrce,  i.  p.  47  ff. 

*  Canon  Westcott  afi&rms:  ''In  addition  to  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mat- 
thew and  St.  Mark,  Papias  appears  to  haye  been  acquainted  with  the 
Gospel  of  St.  John."  (•)  He  says  no  more,  and  offers  no  evidence  what- 
eyer  for  this  assertion  in  the  text.  There  are  two  notes,  however,  on  the 
same  page,  which  we  shall  now  quote,  the  second  being  that  to  which  (^} 
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vancing  this  passage  as  evidence  that  either  Papias 
or  his  Presbyters*  were  acquainted  with  the  fourth 
Gospel,  and  this  renders  the  statement  which  is  made 
by  them  without  any  discussion  all  the  more  inde- 
fensible. Scarcely  a  single  writer,  however  apologetic, 
seriously  cites  it  amongst  the  external  testimonies  for 
the  early  existence  of  the  Gospel,  and  the  few  who  do 
refer  to  the  passage  merely  mention,  in  order  to  abandon, 
it.^  So  fax  as  the  question  as  to  whether  the  fourth 
Gospel  was  mentioned  in  the  work  of  Papias  is  con- 
cerned the  passage  has  practically  never  entered  into 

above  refers.  "  *  No  oonclnsioii  can  be  drawn  from  Eneebins'  eflence  aa 
to  express  testimonies  of  Papias  to  the  Gospel  of  St.  John,  as  we  are  igno- 
rant of  his  special  plan,  and  the  title  of  his  book  shows  that  it  was  not 
intended  to  include  '  all  the  oracles  of  the  Lord,'  see  p.  61,  note  2.'*  The 
second  note  is :  '* '  There  is  also  (I  ?)  an  allusion  to  it  in  the  quotation 
from  the  *  Elders  '  found  in  IrensBus  (lib.  y.  ad.  f.)  which  probably  was 
taken  frx>m  Papias  (fr.  y.  Bouth  et  Nott).  The  Latin  passage  containing 
a  reference  to  the  Oospel  which  is  published  as  a  fragment  of  'Papias'  by 
Qrabe  and  Bouth  (fr.  xi.),  is  taken  from  the  *  Dictionary '  of  a  mediffiyal 
Papias  quoted  by  Grabe  upon  the  passage,  and  not  from  the  present 
Papias.  The  'Dictionary'  exists  in  MS.  both  at  Oxford  and  Cambridge.  I 
am  indebted  to  the  kindness  of  a  friend  for  this  explanation  of  what  seemed 
to  be  a  strange  forgery."  On  the  Canon,  p.  65.  The  note  2,  p.  61,  referred 
to  in  note  2  quoted  aboye,  says  on  this  subject :  *'  The  passage  quoted  by 
Irensdus  from  '  the  Elders '  may  probably  be  taken  as  a  specimen  of  his 
style  of  interpretation"  (!)  and  then  follows  a  quotation :  "  as  the  Pres- 
byters say : "  down  "  to  many  mansions."  Dr.  Westcott  then  continues : 
"  Indeed  from  the  similar  mode  of  introducing  the  story  of  the  yine  which 
is  afterwards  referred  to  Papias,  it  is  reasonable  to  conjecture  that  this 
interpretation  is  one  from  Papias'  '  Exposition.^  "  We  haye  giyen  the 
whole  of  the  passages  to  show  how  little  eyidence  there  is  for  the  state- 
ment which  is  made.  The  isolated  assertion  in  the  text,  which  is  all 
that  most  readers  would  see,  is  supported  by  no  better  testimony  than 
that  in  the  preceding  note  inserted  at  the  foot  of  an  earlier  page. 

^  Bouth  (Beliq.  Sacrse,  L  p.  10  f.,  31)  also  referred  the  passage  to  the 
work  of  Papias,  and  he  was  followed  in  this  coigecture  by  Domer,  Lehre 
Pers.  Christi,  i.  p.  217,  anm.  56,  p.  218,  anm.  62. 

3  Biggenbach  (Die  Zeugnisse,  f.  d.  Ey.  Johannes,  1866,  p.  116)  admits 
that  there  is  no  eyidence  that  the  passage  was  deriyed  from  Papias,  but 
merely  asserts  that  the  "Presbyters"  were  men  of  the  generation  to 
which  Papias  and  Polyoarp  belonged,  and  that  the  quotation  therefore 
dates  from  the  first  half  of  the  second  century. 
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ihe  controversy  at  all,  the  great  mass  of  critics  having 
recognized  that  it  is  of  no  evidential  value  whatever, 
and,  by  common  consent,  tacitly  excluded  it  from  the 
argument  It  is  admitted  that  the  Bishop  of  Hierapolis 
cannot  be  shown  to  have  known  the  fourth  Gospel,  and 
the  majority  aflfirm  that  he  actually  was  not  acquainted 
with  it  Being,  therefore,  so  completely  detached  from 
Papias,  it  is  obvious  that  the  passage  does  not  in  any 
way  assist  the  fourth  Gospel,  but  becomes  assignable  to 
vague  tradition,  and  subject  to  the  cumulative  force  of 
objections,  which  prohibit  an  early  date  being  ascribed 
to  so  indefinite  a  reference. 

Before  passing  on  there  is  one  other  point  to  mention : 
Andrew  of  Csesarea,  in  the  preface  to  his  Commentary 
on  the  Apocalypse,  mentions  that  Papias  maintained 
"the  credibility"  (to  d^tomorroi/)  of  that  book,  or  in 
other  words,  its  apostolic  origin.^  His  strong  MiUenarian 
opinions  would  naturally  make  such  a  composition  stand 
high  in  his  esteem,  if  indeed  it  did  not  materially  con- 
tribute to  the  formation  of  his  views,  which  is  still  more 
probable.  Apologists  admit  the  genuineness  of  this 
statement,  nay,  claim  it  as  undoubted  evidence  of  the 
acquaintance  of  Papias  with  the  Apocalypse.^  Canon 
Westcott,  for  instance,  says  :  "  He  maintained,  more- 
over, '  the  divine  inspiration '  of  the  Apocalypse,  and 
commented,  at  least,  upon  part  of  it" '  Now,  he  must, 
therefore,  have  recognized  the  book  as  the  work  of  the 
Apostle  John,  and  we  shall,  hereafter,  show  that  it  is 
impossible  that  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse  is  the 
author  of  the  Gospel ;  therefore,  in  this  way  also,  Papias 

*  Andreas,  Proleg.  in  Apocalypsin ;  BotUh,  Eel.  SacwB,  i.  p.  15. 

'  Lucke,  Einl.  Offenb.  Joh.,  1852,  ii.  p.  526;  EwcUdy  Die  Joh.  Schriften, 
ii.  p.  371  f. ;  Guericke,  Gesammtgeech.  N.  T.,  p.  536 ;  Tischendorf,  Wann 
warden,  u,  e.  w.,  p.  116,  &c.,  &c.  *  On  the  Canon,  p.  65. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


336  SUPEENATUBAL  EEUGIOK. 

is  a  witness  against  the  Apostolic  origin  of  the  fourth 
Gospel 

We  must  now  turn  to  the  Clementine  Homilias, 
although,  as  we  have  shown/  the  uncertainty  as  to  the 
date  of  this  spurious  work,  and  the  late  period  which 
must  undoubtedly  be  assigned  to  its  composition,  render 
its  evidence  of  very  little  value  for  the  canonical  Gospels. 
The  passages  pointed  out  in  the  Homilies  as  indicating 
acquaintance  with  the  fourth  Gospel  were  long  advanced 
with  hesitation,  and  were  generally  felt  to  be  inconclu- 
sive, but  on  the  discovery  of  the  concluding  portion  of 
the  work  and  its  publication  by  Dressel  in  1853,  it  was 
found -to  contain  a  passage  which  apologists  now  claim 
as  decisive  evidence  of  the  use  of  the  Gospel,  and  which 
even  succeeded  in  converting  some  independent  critics.* 
Tischendorf^  and  Canon  Westcott,*  in  the  few  lines 
devoted  to  the  Clementines,  do  not  refer  to  the  eariier 
proof  passages,  but  rely  entirely  upon  that  last  dis- 
covered. With  a  view,  however,  to  making  the  whole 
of  the  evidence  clear,  we  shall  give  all  of  the  supposed 
allusions  to  the  fourth  Gospel,  confronting  them  with 
the  text.     The  first  is  as  follows  : — 

HoM.  m.  52.  JoHK  X.  9. 

Wherefore  he,  heing  the  true 
prophet,  Baid : 

I  am  the  gate  of  life  :  he  coming 
in  through  me  oometh  in  unto  life, 
as  there  is  no  other  teaching  which 
is  able  to  save. 

»  Vol.  ii.  p.  1  flf. 

3  Hilgenfeld,  who  had  maintained  that  the  Clementines  did  not  use  the 
fourth  Gospel,  was  induced  by  the  passage  to  which  we  refer  to  admit  its 
use.  Of.  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  386  flf. ;  Die  Evangelien,  p.  346  f. ;  Der 
Kanon,  p.  29 ;  Zeitschr.  wiss.  TheoL,  1866,  p.  338 ;  TheoL  Jahrb.,  1854, 
p.  534,  anm.  1 ;  VoUcmar  is  inclined  to  the  same  opinion,  although  not 
with  the  same  decision.    Theol.  Jahrb.,  1854,  p.  448  ff. 

*  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  90  f.  *  On  the  Oanon,  p.  252, 
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HoM.  m.  52. 

Ata  Tovro  avros  dkrfOfjs  &p  irpo(l>rfTrjs 
cXrycv 

*Ey»  €lfu  ^  nvkrj  r^  (wjs'  6  di  I/mw 
(l(r€px6fAfvo9  thripxrrat  tU  fijy  {wfp  ' 
i>s  ovK  oHoTit  ertpas  TrJ9  ai>{ttv  dvva- 
fiMvris  didaaKoXias, 


JOHX  X.  9. 


'Eyw  (Ifjii  4  6vpa'  di    iiuni  iaw  ris 
fcol  ^^Xcvorroi  jcat  pofirjp  iyprjird' 


The  first  point  which  ia  apparent  here  ia  that  there  is  a 
total  dijQTerence  both  in  the  language  and  real  meaning 
of  these  two  passagea  The  Homily  uses  the  word  ttvXt; 
instead  of  the  0vpa  of  the  Gospel,  and  speaks  of  the 
gate  of  life,  instead  of  the  door  of  the  Sheepfold.  We 
have  already^  discussed  the  passage  in  the  Pastor  of 
Hennas  in  which  similar  reference  is  made  to  the  gate 
(wvkri)  into  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  need  not  here 
repeat  our  argument.  In  Matt,  vii  13,  14,  we  have 
the  direct  description  of  the  gate  {irvXri)  which  leads  to 
life  (cts  rfji/  C<^^)>  and  we  have  elsewhere  quoted  the 
Messianic  Psalm  cxviii.  19,  20  :  '*  This  is  the  gate  of  the 
Lord  {avrrj  rf  Trvkq  tov  Kvpiov),^  the  righteous  shall  enter 
into  it''  In  another  place,  the  author:  of  the  Homilies, 
referring  to  a  passage  parallel  to,  but  difiering  from.  Matt, 
xxiii.  2,  which  we  have  elsewhere  considered,^  and  which 
is  derived  from  a  Gospel  diflferent  from  ours,  says  :  "  Hear 
them  (Scribes  and  Pharisees  who  sit  upon  Moses'  seat), 
he  said,  as  entrusted  with  the  key  of  the  kingdom  which 
is  knowledge,  which  alone  is  able  to  open  the  gate  of 
life  {iTvkrj  Tfjs  C<^^)>  through  which  alone  is  the  entrance 
to  Eternal  life."*  Now  in  the  very  next  chapter  to  that 
in  which  the  saying  which  we  are  discussing  occurs,  a 
very  few  lines  after  it  indeed,  we  have  the  following 
passage :  "  Indeed  he  said  further  :  *  I  am  he  concem- 


1  p.  257  f. 

*  llom.  iii.  18. 

VOL.    II. 


*  Ps.  cxvii.  20,  Sept. 


»  p.  18  flf. 
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ing  whom  Moses  prophesied,  saying  :  '  a  prophet  shall 
the  Lord  our  God  wake  up  to  you  from  among  your 
brethren  like  also  imto  me ;  hear  ye  him  regarding  all 
things,  but  whosoever  will  not  hear  that  prophet  he 
shall  die/"*  There  is  no  such  saying  in  the  canonical 
Gospels  or  other  books  of  the  New  Testament  attri- 
buted to  Jesus,  but  a  quotation  from  Deuteronomy 
x\dii.  15  f.,  materially  diflferent  from  this,  occurs  twice 
in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  once  being  put  into  the 
mouth  of  Peter  applied  to  Jesus,^  and  the  second  time 
also  applied  to  him,  being  quoted  by  Stephen.'  It  is 
quite  clear  that  the  writer  is  quoting  from  uncanonical 
sources,  and  here  is  another  express  declaration  regard- 
ing himself:  "I  am  he,"  &c.,  which  is  quite  in  the 
spirit  of  the  preceding  passage  which  we  are  discussing, 
and  probably  derived  from  the  same  source.  In  another 
place  we  find  the  following  argument :  "  But  the  way 
is  the  manner  of  life,  as  also  Moses  says :  '  Behold  I 
have  set  before  thy  face  the  way  of  life,  and  the  way  of 
death^*  and  in  agreement  the  teacher  said  :  '  Enter  yc 
through  the  narrow  and  straitened  way  through  whicli 
ye  shall  enter  into  life  ; '  and  in  another  place  a  certain 
person  inquiring :  '  What  shall  I  do  to  inherit  eternal 
life  V  he  intimated  the  Commandments  of  the  Law.''^ 
It  has  to  be  observed  that  the  Homilies  teach  the  doctrine 

'  "Kn  fiffv  (\iyiv*  *Eyw  rc/xi  ntpi  oZ  Mavaijt  irpo^ffrirtviriv  (tiroiV *  Tlpo<f}TiTr}v 
(ycpct  vfiiv  Kvpios  6  6(6s  rjfici)Vf  ck  twp  db€\(f}S>p  vfiwvy  Sxrwtp  Koi  €/xe,  avrov 
aKOvrre  Kara  irdpra*  or  &v  fit  firj  oKovajf  Toy  'tTpof\>rjfrov  ckccpov,  oTTo^oyeirai. 
Horn.  iii.  63.    This  differs  from  the  text  of  the  Sept. 

'  Acts  iii.  22.  '  Acts  vii.  37.  ^  Deut.  xxx.  15. 

*  *OSor  dc  1}  TToXtTila  iariVy  r^  kcli  rhv  Mwvarfv  Xiyuv  •  *ldov  Tt6€iKa  npo 
npocamov  cov  r^v  6d6v  ttjs  (o^^l^t  *">'  ^^^  ^ov  rov  Bavarov.  Ka\  6  Sibda-KoXof 
(rvfi<l>civci>s  finfv*  'ElctXSfTi  bia  ttj?  arevrjs  koi  T^dkLfififvrjs  oSoO,  Bi  ffs  ficikev" 
o-ta-Be  €U  TTjv  Carjv,  Kai  aSXaxov  rrou,  ipcafrtiO'avTds  vivos'  Ti  7roi^(rar  C^rjp 
aKavnv  KKrjpovofJi,i)a'<a  ]  Tas  rov  v6yL0v  ivroXhs  vTrtbet^iv.     Hom.  xviii.  17. 

Digitized  by  Vj^JOV  iC 


EXTEENAX  .EVIDENCE  FOR  THE  FOUBTH  GOSPEL.    339 

that  the  spirit  in  Jesus  Christ  had  aheady  appeared  in 
Adam,  and  by  a  species  of  transmigration  passed  through 
Moses  and  the  Patriarchs  and  prophets  :  "  which  from  the 
beginning  of  the  world,  changing  names  as  well  as  forms, 
has  traversed  the  present  order  of  nature  {rov  aUava  rp^ei) 
until,  attaining  his  own  times,  being  anointed  on  account 
of  his  labours  by  the  mercy  of  God,  he  shall  have  rest  for 
ever."  ^  Just  in  the  same  way,  therefore,  as  the  Homilies 
represent  Jesus  as  quoting  a  prophecy  of  Moses,  and 
altering  it  to  a  personal  declaration  :  *'  I  am  the  prophet," 
&c.,  so  here  again  they  make  him  adopt  this  saying  of 
Moses  and,  *'  being  the  true  prophet,"  declare  :  **  I  am  the 
gate  or  the  way  of  life,*' — the  same  commandments  of  the 
law  which  the  Gospel  of  the  Homilies  represents  Jesus 
as  coming  to  confirm  and  not  to  abolish.  The  whole 
system  of  doctrine  of  the  Clementines,  as  we  shall  pre- 
sently see,  indicated  here  even  by  the  definition  of  "  the 
true  prophet,"  is  so  fundamentally  opposed  to  that  of  the 
fourth  Gospel  that  it  is  impossible  that  the  author  can 
have  derived  this  brief  saying,  varying  moreover  as  it 
does  in  language  and  sense,  from  that  work.  There  is 
good  reason  to  believe  that  the  author  of  the  fourth 
Gospel,  who  most  imdeniably  derived  materials  from 
earlier  Evangelical  works,  may  have  drawn  from  a  source 
likewise  used  by  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews, 
and  thence  many  analogies  might  well  be  presented  with 
quotations  from  that  or  kindred  Gospels.^  We  find, 
further,  this  community  of  source  in  the  fact,  that  in  the 

*  •  •  •  .  Sr  avr*  apxns  alwpoi  &fia  Toit  ovofiatrt  flopffyas  aXkairffmu  tip  ai&pa 
Tp^xfh  M^XP'^  ^^  idM»y  XP^'^^  Tvx»Vi  dtcb  Tovs  KOfiarovt  Otov  iKtii  XP^a-6tUf  (It 
d(\  «(fc*  Trpf  dvarravo'tv^    Horn.  iii.  20. 

2  Neander,  K.  G.,  1843,  ii.  p.  624  f.,  anm.  1 ;  Credner,  Beitrage,  i.  p. 
320 ;  ScholteHf  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  59  f.  j  Das  Ev.  Johan.,  p.  12. 
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fourth  Gospel,  without  actual  quotation,  there  is  a  refer- 
ence to  Moses,  and,  no  doubt,  to  the  very  passage 
(Deut.  xviii  15),  which  the  Gospel  of  the  Clementines 
puts  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus,  John  v.  46  :  **  For  had  ye 
believed  Moses  ye  would  believe  me,  for  he  wrote  of 
me/'  Whilst  the  Ebionitic  Gospel  gave  prominence  to 
this  view  of  the  case,  the  dogmatic  system  of  the  Logos 
Gospel  did  not  permit  of  more  than  mere  reference  to  it. 
There  are  abundant  indications  in  this  case  that  the 
fourth  Gospel  was  not  the  source  of  this  saying,  and 
every  probability  that  the  Ebionitic  author  of  the 
Clementines  made  use  of  the  Ebionitic  Gospel. 

The  same  remarks  fully  apply  to  the  next  passage 
poLQted  out  as  derived  from  the  Johannine  Gt)spel,  which 
occurs  in  the  same  chapter  :  '*  My  sheep  hear  my  voice," 


HoM.  in.  52. 

T^   cfA^   7rp6paTa    oicovct   rrjs    (fifjs 


John  x.  27. 

dKOV€L, 


There  was  no  more  common  representation  amongst  the 
Jews  of  the  relation  between  God  and  his  people  than 
that  of  Shepherd  and  his  Sheep,*  and  the  brief  saying 
was  in  all  probability  derived  from  the  same  source  as 
the  preceding.^ 

We  have  already  discussed  the  third  passage  regarding 
the  new  birth  in  connection  with  Justin,^  and  may  there- 
fore pass  on  to  the  last  and  most  important  passage,  to 
which  we  have  referred  as  contained  in  the  concluding 
portion  of  the  Homilies  first  published  by  Dressel  in 
1853.  We  subjoin  it  in  contrast  with  the  parallel  in  the 
fourth  GospeL 


>  Cf.  Isaiah  zl.  11 ;  liii.  6 ;  Ezek.  x^txiy. ;  ^edb.  xi. ;  Hebrews  xiii.  20. 
'  Credner,  Beitiage,  i.  p.  326 ;  SchoUen,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  60 ;  Das 


Evang.  Jolian.,  p.  12. 


»  p.  312  f. 
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HoM.  XIX.  22. 

Wherefore  also  our  Teacher  when 
we  inquired  regarding  the  man 
blind  from  birth  and  whose  sight 
was  restored  by  him,  if  this  man 
had  sinned  or  his  parents  that  he 
should  be  bom  blind,  answered: 
Neither  this  man  sinned  at  all  nor 
his  parents,  but  that  through  l^irn 
the  power  of  Qod  might  be  made 
manifest  who  heals  the  sins  of 
ignorance. 

*06€v  Koi  dtddaKciXos  ^fiS>v  nepl  tov 
(K  y€V€TrjS  TTTfpOV  Kot  dvti^fy^VTos 
Trap*  avrov  i^trdCcniV  ipcorfja-aa-iPt  fl 
oZro£  TjiMopTev  fj  ol  yov(7s  ouroC,  tva 
Tv<f>\6s  ycvinjBjjf  dtr^KpLvaro'  oih'€  oMs 
Tt  r}fiapT€if,  oiJre  ol  yovclr  avrov,  dXX' 
mi  ^4*  avrov  (f)av€po>3^  fj  dvvafiis  rov 
6€0v  TTji  dyvoias  l(Ofi€vri  ra  dfiaprfifwra. 


John  ex.  1—3. 
And  as  he  was  passing  by,  he 
saw  a  man  blind  from  birth. 

2.  And  his  disciples  asked  him 
saying :  Babbi,  who  sinned,  this 
man  or  his  parents  that  he  should 
be  bom  blind  P 

3,  Jesus  answered.  Neither  this 
man  sinned,  nor  his  parents,  but 
that  the  works  of  Gk)d  might  be 
made  manifest  in  him. 

1.  Kal  napayoDV  cfdev  avQpomov 
Tv<f)\6p  (K  y€V€Trjs,  2.  Kal  fipcttrrfiTav 
avrbv  oi  futBrjral  avrov  Xtyovrts' 
'Pa^^ei,  TtV  fjfuipT€Vf  o{iros  fj  ol  yoviis 
avrov,  iva  riKJAhs  ytwrf^ ;  3.  ^ArrtKpiBrj 
*lrja'ovf  Oft-e  0^09  tjfiaprtv  .oiire  ol 
yoviii  avrovy  oXX'  Iva  <f}av€p<o$f/  rh 
tpya  TOV  Beov  iv  avr^. 


It  is  necessary  that  we  should  consider  the  context  to 
this  passage  in  the  Homily,  which,  we  must  affirm,  bears 
positive  characteristics  which  render  it  impossible  that  it 
can  have  been  taken  from  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  lead  to 
the  clear  conclusion  that,  at  the  most,  the  Johannine 
Gospel  derived  it  from  the  same  source  as  the  Gospel  of 
the.  Clementines,  if  not  from  that  Gospel  itself.  We 
must  mention  that  in  the  Clementines,  the  Apostle  Peter 
is  represented  as  maintaining  that  the  Scriptures  are  not 
all  true,  but  are  mixed  up  with  what  is  false,  and  that 
on  this  accouftt,  and  in  order  to  inculcate  the  necessity 
of  distinguishing  between  the  true  and  the  false,  Jesus 
taught  his  disciples,  "Be  ye  approved  money  changers,"* 
an  injunction  not  found  in  our  Gospels. 

One  of  the  points  which  Peter  denies  is  the  fall  of 
Adam,  a  doctrine  which,  as  Neander  remarked,  "  he  must 


^  Horn.  iii.  50,  cf.  9,  42  ff. ;  ii.  38.  The  author  denies  that  Moses  wrote 
the  Pentateuch,  Hom.  iii.  47  ff* 
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combat  as  blasphemy/'*  At  the  part  we  are  considering 
he  is  discussing  with  Simon, — imder  whose  detested  per- 
sonality, as  we  have  elsewhere  shown,  the  Apostle  Paul 
is  really  attacked, — and  refuting  the  charges  he  brings 
forward  regarding  the  origin  and  continuance  of  eviL 
The  Apostle  Peter  in  the  course  of  the  discussion  asserts 
that  evil  is  the  same  as  pain  and  death,  but  evil  does  not 
exist  eternally,  and,  indeed,  does  not  really  exist  at  all, 
for  pain  and  death  are  only  accidents  without  permanent 
force — pain  is  merely  the  disturbance  of  harmony,  and 
death  nothing  but  the  separation  of  soul  from  body.* 
The  passions  also  must  be  classed  amongst  the  things 
which  are  accidental,  and  are  not  always  to  exist ;  but 
these,  although  capable  of  abuse,  are  in  reality  beneficial 
to  the  soul  when  properly  restrained,  and  carry  out  the 
will  of  God.  The  man  who  gives  them  unbridled  course 
ensures  his  own  punishment.'  Simon  inquires  why  men 
die  prematurely  and  periodical  diseases  come,  and  also, 
indeed,  visitations  of  demons  and  of  madness  and  other 
afflictions,  in  reply  to  which  Peter  explains  that  parents 
by  following  their  own  pleasure  in  all  things  and  neglect- 

^  Horn.  iii.  20  ff.,  42  ff.,  yiii  10.  **  Die  Lelue  toq  einem  BimdenfiEdle 
dee  erBteii  Mensclien  musste  der  YertaLsaeT  der  Clementinen  als  Gbttes- 
lasterong  bekSmpfen.''  Neander,  K,  G.,  ii.  p.  612  f.  The  Jews  at  tliat 
period  held  a  similar  belief.  EUenmengtr^  Entd.  Judenthum,  i  p.  336. 
Adam,  according  to  the  Homilies  not  only  did  not  sin,  Imt  as  a  true  prophet 
possessed  of  the  Spirit  of  Gk)d  which  afterwards  was  in  Jesus,  he  was  in- 
capable of  sin.    Schliemann,  Die  Clementinen,  p.  130,  p.  176  f.,  p.  178 1 

3  Horn.  xix.  20. 

*  Horn.  xix.  21.  According  to  the  author  of  the  Clementines,  Evil  is 
the  consequence  of  sin,  and  is  on  one  hand  necessary  for  the  punishment 
of  sin,  but  on  the  other  beneficial  as  leading  men  to  improvement  and  up- 
ward progress.  Suffering  is  represented  as  wholesome,  and  intended  for 
the  elevation  of  man.  Cf.  Hom.,  ii.  13 ;  yii.  2 ;  yiii.  11.  Death  was  ori- 
ginaUy  designed  for  man,  and  was  not  introduced  by  Adam*s  "  fiftll,"  but 
is  reaUy  necessary  to  nature,  the  Homilist  considers.  Cf.  ScMiemann^ 
Die  Clementinen,  p.  177,  p.  168  f. 
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ing  proper  sanitaxy  considerations,  produce  a  multitude 
of  evils  for  their  children,  and  this  either  through  care- 
lessness or  ignorance,^  And  then  follows  the  passage  we 
are  discussing  ;  "Wherefore  also  our  Teacher,'*  &c.,  and 
at  the  end  of  the  quotation  he  continues :  "  and  truly 
such  aflflictions  ensue  in  consequence  of  ignorance,"  and 
giving  an  instance,^  he  proceeds  :  "  Now  the  afflictions 
which  you  before  mentioned  are  the  consequence  of 
ignorance,  and  certainly  not  of  wickedness,  which  has 
been  committed,''^  &c.  Now  it  is  quite  apparent  that 
the  peculiar  variation  from  the  parallel  in  the  fourth 
Grospel  in  the  latter  part  of  the  quotation  is  not  acci- 
dental, but  is  the  point  upon  which  the  whole  propriety 
of  the  quotation  depends.  In  the  Gospel  of  the  Clemen- 
tines the  man  is  not  blind  from  his  birth,  **that  the  works 
of  God  might  be  made  manifest  in  him," — a  doctrine 
which  would  be  revolting  to  the  author  of  the  Homilies, — 
but  the  calamity  has  befallen  him  in  consequence  of  some 
error  of  ignorance  on  the  part  of  his  parents  which  brings 
its  punishment ;  but  '*  the  power  of  God "  is  made 
manifest  in  healing  the  sins  of  ignorance.  The  reply  of 
Jesus  is  a  professed  quotation,  and  it  varies  very  sub- 
stantially from  the  parallel  in  the  Gospel,  presenting 
evidently  a  distinctly  diflferent  version  of  the  episode. 
The  substitution  of  mjpos  for  TVif}k6<;  in  the  opening 
is  also  significant,  more  especially  as  Justin  likewise  in 
his  general  remark,  which  we  have  discussed,  uses  the 
same  word.  Assuming  the  passage  in  the  fourth  Gospel 
to  be  the  account  of  a  historical  episode,  as  apologists,  of 

^  Horn.  ziz.  22. 

•  Ka\  oKtjS&s  ayvoiag  alriq,  rk  roimrra  ytWoi,  Ifroi,  ry  /i^  c 2deW  ircJrc  dcT 
KMV^vuv  rg  yaiuTjiy  n  KoBaph  «{  d<f>€dpov  rvyxovti,    Horn.  xix.  22. 

8  nX^v  A  irpotlpriKas  ir6Brf  d$  ayvoias  dcrrlv,  ov  fiivroi  €K  irovijpov  dpyturfifvov. 
Horn.  xix.  22.       .  . 

Digitized  by  VjiiJOVlt: 


344  SUPEENATUEAL  EEUGION. 

course,  maintain,  the  case  stands  thus : — ^The  author  of 
the  Homilies  introduces  a  narrative  of  a  historical  inci- 
dent in  the  life  of  Jesus,  which  may  have  been,  and 
probably  was,  reported  in  many  early  gospels  in  language 
which,  though  analogous  to,  is  at  tiie  same  time  decidedly 
different,  in  the  part  which  is  a  professed  quotation, 
from  that  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  presents  another  and 
natural  comment  upon  the  central  event.  The  reference 
to  the  historical  incident  is,  of  course,  no  evidence  what- 
ever of  dependence  on  the  fourth  Gospel,  which,  although 
it  may  be  the  only  accidentally  surviving  work  which 
contains  the  narrative,  had  no  prescriptive  and  exclusive 
property  in  it,  and  so  far  from  the  partial  agreement  in 
the  narrative  proving  the  necessary  use  of  the  fourth 
Gospel,  the  only  remarkable  point  is,  that  all  narratives 
of  the  same  event  and  reports  of  words  actually  spoken 
do  not  more  perfectly  agree,  while,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  very  decided  variation  in  the  reply  of  Jesus,  accord- 
ing to  the  Homily,  from  that  given  in  the  fourth  Gospel 
leads  to  the  distinct  presumption  that  it  is  not  the  source 
of  the  quotation.  It  is  perfectly  preposterous  to  assert 
that  a  reference  to  an  actual  occurrence,  without  the 
slightest  indication  by  the  author  of  the  source  from 
which  he  derived  his  information,  must  be  dependent  on 
one  particular  work,  more  especially  when  the  part  which 
is  given  as  distinct  quotation  substantially  differs  from 
the  record  in  that  work.  We  have  already  iQustrated 
this  on  several  occasions,  and  may  once  more  offer  an 
instance.  If  the  first  Synoptic  had  unfortunately 
perished,  like  so  many  other  gospels  of  the  early  Church, 
and  in  the  Clementines  we  met  with  the  quotation  : 
**  Blessed  are  the  poor  in  spirit,  for  theirs  is  the  kingdom 
of  heaven  "  (Ma/capioc  oi  Trrioxol  r^  m^eviiaTi,  or*  avT&v 
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ioTiv  ij  fiaaiXeCa  t<ov  ovpavwiv),  apologists  would  certainly 
assert,  upon  the  very  principle  upon  which  they  act  in 
the  present  case,  that  this  quotation  was  clear  evidence 
of  the  use  of  Luke  vi.  20 :  *'  Blessed  are  ye  poor,  for 
yours  is  the  kingdom  of  God"  {MaKapioi  oi  wrcoxoC, 
oTL  vfierepa  iarlp  17  fiaa-iKcCa  rov  Oeov),  more  especially 
as  a  few  codices  actually  insert  r^  Tn/cuftart,  the  slight 
variations  being  merely  ascribed  to  free  quotation  from 
memory.  In  point  of  fact,  however,  the  third  Synoptic 
might  not  at  the  time  have  been  in  existence,  and  the  quo- 
tation might  have  been  derived,  as  it  is,  from  Matt.  v.  3. 
Nothing  is  more  certain  and  undeniable  than  the  fact 
that  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel  made  use  of  mate- 
rials derived  from  oral  tradition  and  earlier  records  for 
its  composition.^  It  is  equally  undeniable  that  other 
gospels,  such  as  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews 
and  our  Synoptics,  had  access  to  the  same  materials,  and 
made  use  of  them ;  and  a  comparison  of  our  first  three 
Gospels  renders  very  evident  the  community  of  materials, 
including  the  use  of  the  one  by  the  other,  as  well  as  the 
diversity  of  literary  handling  to  which  those  materials 
were  subjected.  It  is  impossible  with  reason  to  deny  that 
the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  for  instance,  as 
well  as  other  earlier  evangelical  works  now  lost,  drew 
from  the  same  sources  as  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  that 
narratives  derived  from  the  one  may,  therefore,  present 
analogies  with  the  other  whilst  still  perfectly  inde- 
pendent.^ Such  evidence  as  that  which  apologists 
attempt  to  deduce  from  the  Clementine  Homilies  totally 

»  Eimld,  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wise.,  1849,  p.  196  ff.,  1851,  p.  164,  p.  166,  anm. 
2 ;  Die  Job.  Sobriften.,  1861,  i.  p.  24  f. ;  Bleek,  Beitrago,  1846,  p.  268  f. ; 
Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  308  f. ;  HUgenfeld,  Die  Evangehen,  p.  325  ff. ;  De  Wette, 
Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  209  f. 

'  NeandeTt  K.  G.,  ii.  p.  624  f.,  anm.  1.  r^  T 
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fails  to  prove  even  the  existence  of  the  fourth  Gospel, 
and  were  it  fifty  times  more  powerful,  it  could  do  nothing 
towards  establishing  its  historical  character  and  apostolic 
origin. 

Leaving,  however,  these  few  and  feeble  analogies  by 
which  apologists  vainly  seek  to  establish  the  existence  of 
the  fourth  Gospel  and  its  use  by  the  author  of  the 
pseudo-Clementine  Homilies,  and  considering  the  ques- 
tion for  a  moment  from  a  wider  point  of  view,  the 
results  already  attained  are  more  than  confirmed*  The 
doctrines  held  and  strongly  enunciated  in  the  Clementines 
seem  to  us  to  render  it  impossible  that  the  author  can 
have  made  use  of  a  work  so  fundamentally  at  variance 
with  all  his  views  as  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  it  is  abso- 
lutely certain  that,  holding  those  opinions,  he  could  not 
in  any  case  have  regarded  such  a  Gospel  as  an  apostolic 
and  authoritative  document.  Space  will  not  permit  our 
entering  adequately  into  this  argument,  and  we  must 
refer  our  readers  to  works  more  immediately  devoted  to 
the  examination  of  the  Honulies  for  a  close  analysis  of 
their  dogmatic  teaching,^  but  we  may  in  the  briefest 
manner  point  out  some  of  their  more  prominent  doctrines 
in  contrast  with  those  of  the  Johannine  Grospel. 

One  of  the  leading  and  most  characteristic  ideas  of 
the  Clementine  Honulies  is  the  essential  identity  of 
Judaism  and  Christianity.     Christ  revealed  nothing  new 


*  Schliemann,  Die  Clementinen,  1844,  p.  130—229  ;  Uhlhorn,  Die 
Homilien  und  Becogn.,  1854,  p.  153 — 230;  Oerf«cr,  Winer's  Zeitschr. 
wiss.  Theol.,  1829,  i.  h.  2,  p.  237  flf. ;  Dornery  Entw.  Gescli.  der  Lehre 
T.  d.  Person  Christi,  i.  p.  324  flf. ;  Baur,  Gesch.  ohr.  ^rche,  i.  p.  85  ff., 
p.  218  ff. ;  Chr.  Gnosis,  p.  300  ff. ;  Tub.  Zeitschr.,  1831,  iy.  p.  114  ff., 
p.  174  ff.,  1836,  iii.  p.  123  ff.,  p.  182  ff. ;  Neander,  K  G.,  ii.  p.  610  ff., 
Genet.  Entw.  d.  Gnost.  Systeme,  Beilage,  p.  361  ff;  Schufegler,  Das 
nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  363  ff. ;  Der  Montanismus,  1841,  p.  145  ff. 
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with  regard  to  God,  but  promulgated  the  very  same 
truth  concerning  him  as  Adam,  Moses,  and  the  Pa- 
triarchs, and  in  fact  the  right  belief  is  that  Moses 
and  Jesus  were  essentially  one  and  the  same.^  Indeed 
it  may  be  said  that  the  teaching  of  the  Homilies  is  more 
Jewish  than  Christian.^  In  the  preliminary  Epistle 
of  the  Apostle  Peter  to  the  Apostle  James,  when  send- 
ing the  book,  Peter  entreats  that  James  will  not  give 
it  to  any  of  the  Gentiles,^  and  James  says :  "  Strictly 
and  rightly  our  Peter  reminded  us,  regarding  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  truth,  that  we  should  not  communicate 
the  books  of  his  preachings  sent  to  us  to  any  one 
at  random,  but  to  him  who  is  good  and  pious  and 
desires  to  teach,  and  who  is  circumcised^'^  being  faithful,''* 
&c.  Clement  also  is  represented  as  describing  his  con- 
version to  Christianity  in  the  following  terms :  "  For 
this  cause  I  fled  for  refuge  to  the  Holy  God  and  Law  of 
the  Jews,  with  faith  in  the  certain  conclusion  that  the 
Law  was  established  out  of  the  righteous  judgment  of 
God,  and  that  every  soul  must  hereafter  receive  according 
to  its  deserts."^  Peter  recommends  the  inhabitants  of 
Tyre  to  follow  what  are  really  Jewish  rites,  and  to  hear 

*  Horn.  xvii.  4  ;  xviii.  14 ;  viii.  6;  Schliemann^  Die  Glem.,  p.  215  ff. ; 
Domer,  Lehre  Pers.  Christi,  i.  p.  325,  p.  343  ff. ;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap. 
Zeit.,  i.  p.  365  ff.,  p.  379  ff. ;  Baur,  K.  G.,  i.  p.  85  ff. ;  Uhlhym,  Die 
Homilien,  p.  212;  Neander,  K  Q.,  ii.  p.  611  ff.,  p.  621  ff. 

*  Domer,  Lehre  Pers.  Christi,  i.  p.  325 ;  SchivegJery  Das  nachap.  Zeit., 
i  p.  365. 

'  Ep.  Petri  ad  Jacob.  §  1.  <  Of .  Galatians,  ii.  7. 

*  'ApoyKoUii  Kcd  vp€rr6vrm  irtpX  rrji  aKrfBtlas  d(r<f>dki(€a^ai  6  ruiertpoi  V9rc/xvi;<re 
nrrpoff,  ^oDf  rhs  tS>p  ovtov  icrffwyfiaTatf  dum€ftKf>B€i(ras  ^fuv  j3/jSXovr  firfi€p\ 
fjLtTaB^<r»ii€¥  ins  €Tvx^i  fj  ayaB^  rtpi  icaX  ixika^if  r^  xal  dMaic€i»  alpovfitv^ 
tfnr€piT6fi^  rt  3irrt  9ri<rr^  k.t.X.     Contestatio,  §  1. 

'  At^  TovTo  /y«»  r^  6yltp  t&p  *lovbawp  Be^  Koi  p6fUj^  irpo<r€<l)vyop,  daro^i^Kw 
rffp  iruFTip  aot^KiXft  rg  Kpica^  Sri  ^k  ttjs  tov  Bcov  ducalas  KpUrtm  Koi  p6fws 
&pioTcu,  Koi  ff  ^^vx^l  n6vn»s  rh  Kor  d^iop  Ztp  thrpa^€P  6irovd^orr  diroXafi/Sdi^t. 
Horn.  iv.      .  1^ 
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"  as  the  God-fearing  Jews  have  heard."  ^  The  Jew  has 
the  same  truth  as  the  Christian  :  *'  For  as  there  is  one 
teaching  by  both  (Moses  and  Jesus),  God  accepts  him 
who  believes  either  of  these."  ^  The  Law  was  in  fact 
given  by  Adam  as  a  true  prophet  knowing  all  things, 
and  it  is  called  '*  Eternal,"  and  neither  to  be  abro- 
gated by  enemies  nor  falsified  by  the  impious.'  The 
author,  therefore,  protests  against  the  idea  that  Chis- 
tianity  is  any  new  thing,  and  insists  that  Jesus  came  to 
confirm,  not  abrogate,  the  Mosaic  Law.*  On  the  other 
hand  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel  represents 
Christianity  in  strong  contrast  and  antagonism  to 
Judaism.*  In  his  antithetical  system,  the  religion  of 
Jesus  is  opposed  to  Judaism  as  well  as  all  other  belief,  as 
Light  to  Darkness  and  Life  to  Death.^  The  Law  which 
Moses  gave  is  treated  as  merely  national,  and  neither  of 
general  application  nor  intended  to  be  permanent,  being 
only  addressed  to  the  Jews.  It  is  perpetually  referred  to 
as  the  **Law  of  the  Jews,"  "your  Laiw," — and  the 
Jewish  festivals  as  Feasts  of  the  Jews,  and  Jesus  neither 

1  a>r  ol  6thv  a-tfiovrfs  rJKovaav  'lovdaioc.  Uoiii.  vii.  4 ;  cf.  ii.  19,  20 ; 
ziii.  4 ;  Schliemann,  Die  01ementiiieii»  p.  221  f. ;  Schtoegler,  Das  nachap. 
Zeit.,  i.  p.  368  ff. 

*  Mias  yhp  hi  dfA<f>oT(pwv  Maa-icdkias  oUaijs  rbp  rovrtav  rivl  ircTTMrrcvicora  6 
6€6s  mrohtx^^^'  Horn.  yiii.  6,  cf.  7 ;  Uhlhom,  Die  Homilien,  p.  212 ; 
Schivegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  L  p.  366  f. ;  Schliemann,  Die  Clementinen, 
p.  221  f. 

'  Horn.  viii.  10. 

*  Horn.  iii.  51 ;  DonieVy  Lehre  Pers.  Christi,  i.  p.  325 ;  SchwegJeTf  Das 
nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  366. 

»  KostUny  Lehrbegriff  des  Ev.  u.  Br.  Johannes,  1843,  p.  40  ff.,p.  48 ff.; 
Eilgenfeld,  Die  Evangelien,  p.  330  ff. ;  Das  Evang.  u.  d.  Br.  Joh.,  p. 
188  ff. ;  Bawr,  XJnters.  kan.  Evv.,  p.  311  ff.,  p.  327;  Schwegler.'Dtia 
nachap.  Zeit.,  ii.  p.  292  f.,  p.  359  ff. ;  Westcotty  On  the  Canon,  p.  276, 
note  1. 

«  John  xii.  46;  i.  4,  5,  7  ff. ;  iii.  19—21 ;  v.  24;  viii.  12 ;  ix.  6;  xii. 
36  ff. ;  xiv.  6 ;  KosUin,  Lehrb.  Ev.  Joh.,  p.  40  f. ;  EUgen/eldy  Die  Evan* 
gelien,  p.  330  f. 
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held  the  one  in  any  consideration  nor  did  he  scruple  to 
shew  his  indiiBference  to  the  other.  ^  The  very  name  of 
"the  Jews"  indeed  is  used  as  an  equivalent  for  the 
enemies  of  Christ.^  The  religion  of  Jesus  is  not  only 
absolute,  but  it  communicates  knowledge  of  the  Father 
which  the  Jews  did  not  previously  possess.^  The  infe- 
riority of  Mosaism  is  everywhere  represented :  "  and  out 
of  his  fulness  all  we  received,  and  grace  for  grace. 
Because  the  Law  was  given  through  Moses ;  grace  and 
truth  came  through  Jesus  Christ.''*  "Verily  verily  I 
say  unto  you :  Moses  did  not  give  you  the  bread  from 
heaven,  but  my  Father  giveth  you  the  true  bread  from 
heaven."*  The  fundamental  diflference  of  Christianity 
from  Judaism  will  further  appear  as  we  proceed. 

The  most  essential  principle  of  the  Clementines,  again,  is 
Monotheism, — the  absolute  oneness  of  God, — which  the 
author  vehemently  maintains  as  well  against  the  ascrip- 
tion of  divinity  to  Christ  as  against  heathen  Polytheism 
and  the  Gnostic  theory  of  the  Demiurge  as  distinguished 
from  the  Supreme  God.®  Christ  not  only  is  not  God, 
but  he  never  asserted  himself  to  be  so.^     He  knows 


»  John  ii.  13;   iv.  20  ff;   v.  1,  16,  18;  vi.  4;  vii.  2,  19,  22;  viii.  17; 
ix.  16,  28,  29;  x.  34 ;  xv.  25,  &c.   Hilgev/dd,  Die  Evangelien,  p.  330  flf. 
SchwegleTy  Das  nachap.  25eit.,  ii.  p.  364  f. ;  Baur,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1844,  4, 
p.  624. 

3  Jolin  vi.  42,  52,  &c.,  &c.  Fischer,  Tub.  Zeitschr.,  1840,  h.  2,  p.  96  f. ; 
Baur,  Unters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  163,  p.  317  f. ;  ffilgenfeld,  Die  Eyang.  Joh., 
p.  193  f. ;  Schwegkr,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  ii.  p.  360  f. 

»  John  i.  18;  viii.  19,  31  ff.,  54,  55 ;  xv.  21  f. ;  xvii.  25,  26. 

<  John  i.  16,  17 ;  cf.  X.  1,  8.  »  John  vi.  32  ff. 

^  Horn,  xvi*  15  ff. ;  ii.  12 ;  iii.  57,  59 ;  x.  19 ;  xiii.  4;  Schltemann,  Die 
Clementinen,  p.  130,  p.  134  ff. ;  144  f.,  200 ;  Domery  Lehre  Pers.  Christi, 
i.  p.  296  ff.,  p.  325  f.,  p.  343  ff. ;  SchwegleVy  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  367, 
p.  376  f. ;  cf.  ii.  p.  270  ff. ;  Der  Montanismns,  p.  148  ff. ;  Bawr,  Gnosis, 
p.  380  ff. ;  Uhlhorn,  Die  Horn.  u.  Becogn.,  p.  167  ff. ;  EUgen/dd,  Das  Ev. 
Johan,  p.  286  f. 

7  Horn,  xvi.  15  f. 
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nothing  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  but  his  speculation 
is  confined  to  the  to<f>Ca,  the  Wisdom  of  Proverbs  viii., 
&c.,  and  is,  as  we  shall  see,  at  the  same  time  a  less  deve- 
loped and  very  diflferent  doctrine  from  that  of  the  fourth 
Gospel.^  The  idea  of  a  hypostatic  Trinity  is  quite 
unknown  to  him,  and  would  have  been  utterly  abhorrent 
to  his  mind  as  sheer  Polytheism.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  fourth  Gospel  proclaims  the  doctrine  of  a  hypostatic 
Trinity  in  a  more  advanced  form  than  any  other  writing 
of  the  New  Testament.  It  is,  indeed,  the  fundamental 
principle  of  the  work,*  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos  is  its 
most  characteristic  feature.  In  the  beginning  the  Word 
not  only  was  with  God,  but  "  God  was  the  Word''  (^€09 
fjv  6  Aoyos).^  He  is  the  **only  begotten  God"  (/xoi/o- 
yanj^  ^€09),*  equivalent  to  the  "  Second  God"  (Scvrc/x)? 
deos)  of  Philo,  and,  throughout,  his  absolutely  divine 
nature  is  asserted  both  by  the  Evangelist,  and  in  express 
terms  in  the  discourses  of  Jesus.*  Nothing  could  be 
more  opposed  to  the  principles  of  the  Clementines. 

According  to  the  Homilies,  the  same  Spirit,  the  to<f>Cay 
appeared  in  Adam,  Enoch,  Noah,  Abraham,  Isaac,  Jacob, 
Moses,  and  finally  in  Jesus,  who  are  the  only  **  true  pro- 
phets "  and  are  called  the  seven  Pillars  {iirra  crnXot)  of 

*  Dorner,  Lehre  Pers.  Christi,  i.  p.  334 ;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit., 
ii.  p.  294  f. 

2  Kostliu,  Lehrbegriff,  p.  56  f.,  83  ff. ;  Beuss,  Hiflt.  de  la  Thfiol.  Ghr^- 
tienne  au  si^cle  apost.,  1864,  ii.  p.  435  ff. ;  HUgenfeld,  Das  Er.  Joh., 
p.  113  ff. ;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  ii.  p.  369  ff. 

'  Johni.  1. 

^  John  i.  18.  This  is  the  reading  of  the  Cod.  Sinaiticus,  of  the  Cod. 
Yaticanus,  and  Cod.  C,  as  weU  as  of  other  ancient  MSS.,  and  it  must  be 
accepted  as  the  best  authenticated. 

»  John  i.  2;  v.  17  ff. ;  x.  30  ff.,  38 ;  xiv.  7  f.,  23 ;  xvii.  5,  21  f.,  &c. ; 
Kostlin,  Lehrbegriff,  p.  46  f.,  65,  89  ff. ;  EwaM,  Die  Joh.  Schriften,  L 
p.  116  ff. ;  Hilgen/eld,  Das  Ev.  Joh.,  p.  84  ff. ;  Baur,  TJnters.  kan.  Evr., 
p.  312  ff. ;  i?et<w,  Hist.  Th^l.  Chr^t.,  ii.  p.  436. 
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the  world.^  These  seven*  persons,  therefore,  are  identi- 
cal, the  same  true  Prophet  and  Spirit  "  which  from  the 
beginning  of  the  world,  changing  names  as  well  as  forms, 
has  traversed  the  present  order  of  nature"^  and  these  men 
were  thus  essentially  the  same  as  Jesus.*  As  Neander 
rightly  observes,  the  author  of  the  Homilies  "saw  in 
Jesus  a  new  appearance  of  that  Adam  whom  he  had 
ever  venerated  as  the  source  of  all  the  true  and  divine 
in  man."*  We  need  scarcely  point  out  how  different 
these  views  are  from  the  Logos  doctrine  of  the  fourth 
Gospel^  In  other  points  there  is  an  equally  wide  gulf 
between  the  Clementines  and  the  fourth  Gospel  Accord- 
ing to  the  author  of  the  Homilies,  the  chief  dogma  of 
true  Eeligion  is  Monotheism.  Belief  in  Christ,  in  the 
specific  Johannine  sense,  is  nowhere  inculcated,  and  where 
belief  is  spoken  of,  it  is  merely  belief  in  God.  No  dog- 
matic importance  whatever  is  attached  to  faith  in  Christ 
or  to  his  sufferings,  death,  and  resurrection,  and  of  the 

*  Horn.  iii.  20  f. ;  ii.  15 ;  viii.  10 ;  xvii.  4 ;  xviii.  14. 

^  Credner  considers  that  only  Adam,  Moses,  and  Christ  are  recognized 
as  identical  (W.  Zeitschr.  wias.  Theol.,  1829,  1  h.  2,  p.  247  flP.)*  a^^  so 
also  UhVwm  (Die  Homilien,  p.  164  ff.) ;  Gfr5rer  thinks  the  idea  limited 
to  Adam  and  Ohrist  (Jahrh.  des  Heils,  i.  p.  337).  The  other  authorities 
referred  to  below  in  note  4  hold  to  the  seven. 

3  Hom.  iii.  20. 

*  8chliemann,  Die  Clementinen,  pp.  130,  141  ff.,  176,  194  ff.,  199  f. ; 
Dorner^  Lehre  Pers.  Ohristi,  i.  pp.  332,  335  ff. ;  Neander y  K.  G.,  ii.  pp. 
612  ff.,  621 ;  Genet.  Entw.  Gnost.  Syst.,  p.  380;  as  also,  with  the  sole 
difference  as  to  nnmber,  the  authorities  quoted  in  note  2. 

ft  K  G.,  ii.  p.  622  ;  cf.  Hom.  iii.  18  ff. 

^  It  is  very  uncertain  by  what  means  the  author  of  the  Homilies  con- 
sidered this  periodical  reappearance  to  be  effected,  whether  by  a  kind  of 
transmigration  or  otherwise.  Critics  consider  it  very  doubtM  whether 
he  admitted  the  supernatural  birth  of  Jesus  (though  some  hold  it  to  be 
probable),  but  at  any  rate  he  does  not  explain  the  matter.  Uhlhorn,  Die 
Homilien,  p.  209  f. ;  Neander,  K.  G.,  ii.  p.  618,  anm.  1 ;  Credm^er  thought 
that  he  did  not  admit  it,  1.  c.  p.  253 ;  Schh'emann,  whilst  thinking  that  he 
did  admit  it,  considers  that  in  that  case  he  equally  attributed  a  super- 
natural birth  to  the  other  seyen  prophets.    Die  Clementinen,  p.  207  ff. 
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doctrines  of  Atonement  and  Redemption  there  is  nothing 
in  the  Homilies,^ — every  one  must  make  his  own  recon- 
ciliation with  God,  and  bear  the  punishment  of  his  owd 
sins.  On  the  other  hand,  the  representation  of  Jesus 
as  the  Lamb  of  God  taking  away  the  sins  of  the  world,' 
is  the  very  basis  of  the  fourth  GospeL  *  The  passages  are 
innumerable  in  which  belief  in  Jesus  is  insisted  upon  as 
essential  "  He  that  believeth  in  the  Son  hath  eternal 
life,  but  he  that  believeth  not  the  Son  shall  not  see  life, 
but  the  wrath  of  God  abideth  on  him"*  ....  **for  if 
ye  believe  not  that  I  am  he,  ye  shall  die  in  your  sina"* 
In  fact,  the  whole  of  Christianity  according  to  the  author 
of  the  fourth  Gospel  is  concentrated  in  the  possession 
of  faith  in  Christ.^  Belief  in  God  alone  is  never  held  to 
be  suflScient ;  belief  in  Christ  is  necessary  for  salvation ; 
he  died  for  the  sins  of  the  world,  and  is  the  object  of 
faith,  by  which  alone  forgiveness  and  justification  before 
God  can  be  secured.^  The  same  discrepancy  is  apparent 
in  smaller  details.  In  the  Clementines  the  Apostle  Peter 
is  the  principal  actor,  and  is  represented  as  the  chief 
amongst  the  Apostles.  In  the  Epistle  of  Clement  to 
James,' which  precedes  the  Homilies,  Peter  is  described 
in  the  following  terms  :  "  Simon,  who,  on  account  of  the 
true  faith  and  of  the  most  immoveable  establishment  of 


1  Bchliernann,  ih,,  p.  217  ff. ;  Dhlhom,  ih,,  p.  211  f . ;  Domer,  Lehre 
Pew.  Chr.,  i.  p.  338  f. ;  Schwegkr,  Das  naohap.  Zeit,  i.  p.  367  f. 

*  Horn.  iii.  6  f. ;  Uhlhorn,  i6.,  p.  212. 

»  John  i.  29 ;  cf.  iii.  14  ff.,  iv.  42,  &c.,  &c. 

*  John  iii.  36;  cf.  16  f.  »  Ih.,  viiL  24. 

»  76.,  iii.  14  ff. ;  y.  24  ff. ;  ri.  29,  35  ff.,  40,  47,  66 ;  yii.  38  ;  viii.  24, 
61 ;  ix.  35  ff. ;  x.  9,  28;  xi.  26  ff. ;  xii.  47 ;  xiv.  6  ;  xv.  6  f.;  xri.  9; 
xviL  2  ff. ;  XX.  31. 

y  KostUn,  Lehrbegriff,  pp.  67,  178  ff. ;  Beuse,  Bist.  Th^oL  Chr^t.,  ii. 
pp.  427  f.,  491  ff.,  608  ff. ;  Baur^  Unlets,  kan.  Etv.,  p.  312;  Eilffen/eld, 
Das  Ev.  Job.,  pp.  266  ff.,  2S5  ff. 
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his  doctrine,  was  appointed  to  be  the  foundation  of  the 
Church,  and  for  this  reason  his  name  was  by  the  truthful 
voice  of  Jesus  himself  changed  to  Peter,  the  first-fruit  of 
our  Lord :  the  first  of  the  Apostles  to  whom  first  the 
Father  revealed  the  Son  ;  whom  the  Christ  as  worthy  of 
praise  blessed ;  the  called  and  elect  and  companion  at 
table  and  in  journeying  (of  Jesus)  ;  the  admirable  and 
approved  disciple,  who  as  fittest  of  all  was  commanded 
to  enlighten  the  darker  path  of  the  world,  and  was  able 
rightly  to  do  so,"  &c.^  He  is  here  represented  as  the 
Apostle  to  the  Heathen,  the  hated  Apostle  Paul  being 
robbed  of  that  honourable  title,  and  he  is,  in  the  spirit  of 
this  introduction,  made  to  play,  throughout,  the  first  part 
amongst  the  Apostles.^  In  the  fourth  Gospel,  however, 
he  is  assigned  quite  a  secondary  place  to  John,^  who  is 
the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved  and  who  leans  on  his 
bosom.*  We  shall  only  mention  one  other  point  The 
Homilist,  when  attackitig  the  Apostle  Paul,  under  the 
name  of  Simon  the  Magician,  for  his  boast  that  he  had  not 
been  taught  by  man,  but  by  a  revelation  of  Jesus  Christ,* 
whom  he  had  only  seen  in  a  vision,  inquires :  "  Why, 
then,  did  the  Teacher  remain  and  discourse  a  whole  year 

*  S/fuov,  6  dii  T^v  aXjfSTJ  mtrriv  Koi  rffv  daif)aKtaranjv  avrov  rrjs  bJHao'iatklas 
vjr6B€a'iv  rrjs  'EtueXxja'ias  BtfifKios  tlvai  ipurBtis  Koi  bC  avrb  rovro  vn  avrov  rov 
*1tj<tov  w^tvbfi  <TT6fiaTi  ft€TovofuwB€\s  HfTpos'  Tj  ajTop^  rov  Kvpiov  fjfjMV  6  rSnf 
dtroar6K(av  wp&rot,  <f  w/jowy  6  Uar^p  rhv  Yl6v  oircieaXv^cv  •  ov  6  Xpitrrbs  cvX((yo>£ 
€}i€ucdpia'€ir  6  KkTjT6s  Koi  eicXcierof  icai  <rvv€(mos  kqI  <rvvoboliropos  *  6  «caX6r  kcA 
d6Kifio£  iJLaBrjTr\v  6  Trjs  bva'€<os  r6  vKortivirfpov  rov  Kdirfiov  fUpos  o>ff  irarrcn^ 
hcatwTtpoi  (payricrcu  /ccXcvo-^cW  mi  KaropOSxrcu  dvvrjB€Uf  K.r.\,  Ep.  Clem,  ad 
Jaoobnm,  §  1.  . 

2  Baur,  K  G.,  i.  p.  104  fP. 

*  Baur,  Theol.  Jalirb.,  1844,  4,  p.  627  ff.  ;  Unters.  Kan.  Evr.,  p.  320  ff. ; 
HQgenfeldy  Die  Eyangelien,  p.  335 ;  Schtuegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeii,  ii« 
p.  355  ff. 

*  Cf.  John  xiii.  23—25;  xix.  26  f. ;  xx.  2  f. ;  xxi.  3  ff.,  7,  20  ff. 

*  Gal.  i.  12  f. 

VOL.   11.  A^ 
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to  those  who  were  awake,  if  you  become  his  Apostle  after 
a  single  hour  of  instruction  ? "  ^  As  Neander  aptly 
remarks :  **  But  if  the  author  had  known  from  the 
Johannine  Gospel  that  the  teaching  of  Christ  had  con- 
tinued for  several  years,  he  would  certainly  have  had 
particularly  good  reason  instead  of  one  year  to  set 
several.''^  It  is  obvious  that  an  author  with  so  vehement 
an  animosity  against  Paul  would  assuredly  have  strength- 
ened his  argument,  by  adopting  the  more  favourable 
statement  of  the  fourth  Gospel  as  to  the  duration  of  the 
ministry  of  Jesus,  had  he  been  acquainted  with  that 
work. 

We  have  only  mentioned  in  the  briefest  manner  a  few 
of  the  discrepancies  between  the  Clementines  and  the 
fourth  Gospel,  but  those  to  which  we  have  called  atten- 
tion suffice  to  show  that  it  is  impossible  that  an  author 
exhibiting  such  fundamental  differences  of  religious 
belief  can  have  known  the  fourth  Gospel,  or  considered 
it  a  work  of  Apostolic  origin  or  authority. 

Our  attention  must  now  be  turned  to  the  anonymous 
composition,  known  as  the  "  Epistle  to  Diognetus," 
general  particulars  regarding  which  we  have  elsewhere 
given.^  This  epistle,  it  is  admitted,  does  not  contain 
any  quotation  from  any  evangelical  work,  but  on  the 
strength  of  some  supposed  references  it  is  claimed  by- 
apologists  as  evidence  for  the  existence  of  the  fourth 
Gospel.  Tischendorf,  who  only  devotes  a  dozen  lines  to 
this  work,  states  his  case  as  follows :  "  Although  this 
short  apologetic  epistle  does  not  contain  anywhere  any 
precise  quotation  from  a  gospel,  yet  it  contains  repeated 
references  to  evangelical,  and  particularly  to  Johannine, 

»  Horn.,  xvii.  19.  »  K.  G.,  ii.  p.  624,  anm.  1. 

»  Vol.  ii.  p.  37  ff. 
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passages.  For  when  the  author  writes,  eh.  6  :  *  Christians 
dwell  in  the  world,  but  they  are  not  of  the  world ;'  and 
in  ch.  10  :  *  For  God  has  loved  men,  for  whose  sakes  he 
made  the  world  .  .  •  .  to  whom  he  sent  his  only  be- 
gotten Son,'  the  reference  to  John  xvii  11  (*But  they 
are  in  the  world') ;  14  (*The  world  hateth  them,  for 
they  are  not  of  the  world')  ;  16  (*  They  are  not  of  the 
world  as  I  am  not  of  the  world ') ;  and  to  John  iii.  16 
(*  Qod  so  loved  the  world  that  he  gave  his  only  begotten 
Son '),  is  hardly  to  be  mistaken."  ^ 

Dr.  Westcott  still  more  emphatically  claims  the  epistle 
as  evidence  for  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  we  shall,  in  order 
impartially  to  consider  the  question,  likewise  quote  his 
remarks  in  full  upon  the  point,  but  as  he  introduces  his 
own  paraphrase  of  the  context  in  a  manner  which  does 
not  properly  convey  to  a  reader  who  has  not  the  epistle 
before  him  the  nature  of  the  context,  we  shall  take  the 
liberty  of  putting  the  actual  quotations  in  italics,  and 
the  rest  must  be  taken  as  purely  the  language  of  Canon 
Westcott  We  shall  hereafter  show  also  the  exact  separa- 
tion which  exists  between  phrases  which  are  here,  with 
the  mere  indication  of  some  omission,  brought  together 
to  form  the  supposed  references  to  the  fourth  Gospel. 
Canon  Westcott  says  :  "  In  one  respect  the  two  parts  of 
the  book  are  united,^  inasmuch  as  they  both  exhibit  a 
combination  of  the  teaching  of  St.  Paul  and  St.  John. 
The  love  of  God,  it  is  said  in  the  letter  to  Diognetus,  is 
the  source  of  love  in  the  Christian,  who  must  needs 

*  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  40.  We  may  mention  that  neither 
Tischendorf  nor  Dr.  Weetoott  gives  the  Gh'eek  of  any  of  the  passages 
pointed  out  in  the  Epistle,  nor  do  they  give  the  original  text  of  the 
paraUels  in  the  Gospel. 

*  This  is  a  reference  to  the  admitted  fact  that  the  first  ten  chapters  are 
by  a  different  author  from  the  writer  of  the  last  two. 
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*  love  God  vjho  thus  first  loved  him^  {irpoayawrjcrama^y  and 
find  an  expression  for  this  love  by  loving  his  neighbour, 
whereby  he  will  be  '  an  imitator  of  GodJ  *  For  God 
loved  men,  for  whose  sakes  He  mxxde  the  world,  to  whom 
He  subjected  all  things  that  are  in  the  earth  ....  unto 
whom  {irpo^)  He  sent  His  only  begotten  Son,  to  whom 
He  promised  the  kingdom  in  heaven  {ji)v  iv  ovpay(o 
^aariXeCai/),  and  will  give  it  to  those  who  love  Him.' 
God's  will  is  mercy ;  *  He  sent  His  Son  as  wishing  to 
save  (is  aditfiiv)  ....  and  not  to  condemn,^  and  as 
witnesses  of  this,  '  Christians  dwell  in  the  world,  though 
they  are  not  of  the  world!  ^  At  the  close  of  the  para- 
graph he  proceeds  :  **  The  presence  of  the  teaching  of 
St.  John  is  here  placed  beyond  all  doubt.  There  are, 
however,  no  direct  references  to  the  Gospels  throughout 
the  letter,  nor  indeed  any  allusions  to  our  Lord's  dis- 
courses."* 

It  is  clear  that  as  there  is  no  direct  reference  to  any 
Gospel  in  the  Epistle  to  Diognetus,  even  if  it  were 
ascertained  to  be  a  composition  dating  from  the  middle 
of  the  second  century,  which  it  is  not,  and  even  if  the 
indirect  allusions  were  ten  times  more  probable  than 

'    On  the  Canon,  p.  77.    Dr.  Westoott  continues,  referring  to  the  later 
and  more  recent  part  of  the  Epistle :  **  So  in  the  conclusion  we  read  that 

*  the  Word  who  was  from  the  beginning  ...  at  His  appearance  speaking 
boldly  manifested  the  mysteries  of  the  Father  to  those  who  were  judged 
faithful  by  Him.'  And  these  again  to  whom  the  Word  speaks  *  from  loye 
of  that  which  is  reyealed  to  them,'  share  their  knowledge  with  others." 
^t  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  this,  both  because  of  the  late  date  of  the 
two  chapters,  and  because  there  is  certainly  no  reference  at  all  to  the 
Gospel  in  the  words.  We  must,  however,  add,  that  as  the  quotation  is 
given  it  conveys  quite  a  false  impression  of  the  text.  We  may  just 
mention  that  the  phiase  which  Dr.  Westcott  quotes  as  :  "  the  Word  who 
was  from  the  beginning,"  is  in  the  text :  "  This  is  he  who  was  from  the 
beginning"  {olros  6  air  apxqs)  although  **the  Word"  is  in  the  context, 
und  no  doubt  intended. 

'  /6.,  p.  78. 
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they  are,  this  anonymous  work  could  do  nothing  towards 
establishing  the  apostolic  origin  and  historical  character 
of  the  fourth  Gospel. 

We  shall,  however,  for  those  who  may  be  interested  in  more 
minutely  discussing  the  point,  at  once  proceed  to  examine 
whether  the  composition  even  indicates  the  existence  of  the 
Grospel,  and  for  this  purpose  we  shall  take  each  of  the  passages 
in  question  and  place  them  with  their  context  before  the  reader ; 
and  we  only  regret  that  the  examination  of  a  document  which, 
neither  from  its  date  nor  evidence  can  be  of  any  real  weight, 
should  detain  us  so  long.  The  first  passage  is :  "  Christians  dwell 
in  the  world  but  are  not  of  the  world"  (xptoriarol  iv  KoayLi^ 
oUova-iVy  GVK  €lai  bi  iK  rod  k6(tiiov)*  Dr.  Westcott,  who  reverses 
the  order  of  all  the  passages  indicated,  introduces  this  sentence 
(which  occurs  in  chapter  vi.)  as  the  consequence  of  a  passage 
following  it  in  chapter viL by  the  words  "and  as  witnesses  of  this: 
Qiristians,*'  &c.  .  .  .  The  first  parallel  which  is  pointed  out  in 
the  Gospel  reads,  John  xvii.  11 :  **  And  I  am  no  more  in  the 
world,  and  these  are  in  the  world  {koL  ovtoi,  Iv  tw  k6(tix(^  ^la-Cv), 
and  I  come  to  thee,  Holy  Father  keep  them,"&c.  Now  it  must  be 
evident  that  in  mere  direct  point  of  language  and  sense  there  is 
no  parallel  here  at  all.  In  the  Gospel  the  disciples  are  refeiTed 
to  as  being  left  behind  in  the  world  by  Jesus  who  goes  to  the 
Father,  whilst  in  the  Epistle  the  object  is  the  antithesis  that 
while  Christians  dwell  in  the  world  they  are  not  of  the  world. 
In  the  second  parallel,  which  is  supposed  to  complete  the  analogy, 
the  Gospel  reads :  v.  14,  "  I  have  given  them  thy  word :  and 
the  world  hated  them  because  they  are  not  of  the  world,  (/col  d 
Koa-fjLos  ifxCoTja-cv  airovs,  on  oifK  tlaiv  ^k  tov  Koayiov)  even  as  I  am 
not  of  the  world."  Here,  again,  the  parallel  words  are  merely 
introduced  as  a  reason  why  the  world  hated  them,  and  not 
antithetically,  and  from  this  very  connection  we  shall  see  that 
the  resemblance  between  the  Epistle  and  the  Gospel  is  merely 
superficial  and  accidental 

In  order  to  form  a  correct  judgment  regarding  the  nature  of 
the  passage  in  the  Epistle,  we  must  carefully  examine  the  context. 
In  chapter  v.  the  author  is  speaking  of  the  manners  of  Christians, 
and  he  says  that  they  are  not  distinguished  from  others  either 
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by  country  or  language  or  by  their  customs,  for  they  have 
neither  cities  nor  speech  of  their  own,  nor  do  they  lead  a 
singular  life.  They  dwell  in  their  native  countries,  but  only  as 
sojourners  (TripoiKoi),  and  the  writer  proceeds  by  a  long  sequence 
of  antithetical  sentences  to  depict  their  habits.  "Every  foreign 
land  is  as  their  native  country,  yet  the  land  of  their  birth  is  a 
foreign  land  "  (Trcura  $4vrj,  TrarpCs  i<mv  avritv'  Koi  ira<ra  Trar/wy, 
(imj),  and  so  on.  Now  this  epistle  is  in  great  part  a  mere 
plagiarism  of  the  Pauline  and  other  canonical  epistles,  whilst 
professing  to  describe  the  actual  life  of  Christians,  and  the  fifth 
and  sixth  chapters,  particularly,  are  based  upon  the  epistles  of 
Paul  and  notably  the  2d  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  from  which 
even  the  antithetical  style  is  derived.  We  may  give  a  specimen 
of  this  in  referring  to  the  context  of  the  passage  before  us,  and 
it  is  important  that  we  should  do  so.  After  a  few  sentences 
like  the  above  the  fifth  chapter  continues :  "  They  are  in  the 
flesh,  but  do  not  live  according  to  the  flesh.  They  continue  on 
earth,  but  are  citizens  of  heaven  '*  (hrl  y§s  liorpCfiotxrip  iAA*  ip 
ovpav^  TToXirctJorrai).^ 


^  The  whole  passage  in  the  Epistle  recalls  many  passages  in  the  works 
of  PhUo,  with  which  the  writer  was  evidently  well  acquainted.  One 
occurs  to  US.  Speaking  of  Laban  and  his  family,  that  '*  they  dwelt  as  in 
their  native  country,  not  as  in  a  foreign  land  "  (mp  h  warpldi^  ovx  ^  M 
{cvijr  wap^Kj)a'ap),  he  continues  after  a  few  reflections :  "  For  this  reason 
all  the  wise  men  according  to  Moses  are  represented  as  sojourners, 
{vapoiKovyr€s),  for  their  souls  are  indeed  sent  to  earth  as  to  a  colony  from 

heaven they  return  thither  again  whence  they  first  proceeded, 

regarding  indeed  as  their  native  land  the  heavenly  country  in  which  they, 
are  citizens,  but  as  a  foreign  land  the  earthly  dwelling  in  which  they 
sojourn"  {narpida  piv  t^v  ovpavtov  x^P^v  ^v  f  iroXircuovnu,  $€wov  ^  r^ 
irrpcyciov  h  ^  naptftcrjamf  popl(ov<rai).  And  a  little  further  on-:  **  But  Moses 
saith  :  *  I  am  a  stranger  in  a  foreign  land,'  regarding  with  perfect  dis- 
tinction the  abiding  in  the  body  not  only  as  a  foreign  land,  as  sojourners 
do,  but  also  as  worthy  of  estrangement,  not  considering  it  one's  own 
home."  De  Confos.  Ling.,  §  17,  Mangty^  i.  416.  One  more  instance: 
'*  First  that  God  does  not  grant  to  the  lover  of  virtue  to  dwell  in  the  body 
as  in  his  own  native  land,  but  only  permits  him  to  sojourn  in  it  as  in 
a  strange  country.  ....  But  the  country  of  the  body  is  kindred  to 
all  of  the  wicked,  in  which  he  is  careful  to  dwell,  not  to  sojourn,"  &c. 
Quis  Berum  Div.  Heres,  §  64,  Mang.,  i.  612,  cf.  §  55;  De  Confus. 
Ling.,  §  22,  ih.y  i.  421 ;  De  Migrat.  Abrahami,  §  2,  ih.,  i.  438,  §  28, 
t6.,  i.  460. 
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EnsTLB  TO  Dtoomrnrs,  v. 

They  obey  the  preacribed  laws 
and  exceed  the  laws  by  their  own 
lives.  They  love  all  and  are  perse- 
cuted by  all. 

They  are  unknown  and  are  con- 
demned. 

They  are  put  to  death  and  are 
made  aliye. 

They  are  poor  and  make  many 
rich ;  they  are  in  need  of  all  things 
and  in  all  abound. 

They  are  dishonoured  and  in  the 
dishonour  honoured  ;  they  are  pro- 
fSanely  reported '  and  are  justified. 

They  are  reviled  and  they  bless,^ 
&c,  &c. 


2m)  Ep.  to  OoBnrmiAirs. 

A  paraphrase  of  vi»  3 — 6  (cf.  ir. 
2,8-9). 

vi.  9.  As  unknown  and  well 
known  ;  as  dying  and  behold  we 
live ;  as  chastened  and  not  put  to 
death. 

10 As  poor  yet  making 

many  rich ;  as  having  nothing  and 
possessing  all. 

8.  Through  honour  and  dis* 
honour;  through  evil  report  an4 
good  report;  as  deceivers;  and  true. 

1  Cor.  iv.  12.  Being  reviled  we 
bless.' 


It  is  very  evident  here,  and  throughout  the  Epistle,  that  the 
Epistles  of  Paul  chiefly,  together  with  the  other  canonical 
Epistles,  are  the  sources  of  the  writer's  inspiration.  The  next 
chapter  (vL)  begins  and  proceeds  as  follows :  "  To  say  all  in  a 
word  :  what  the  soul  is  in  the  body,  that  Christians  are  in  the 
world.  The  soul  is  dispersed  throughout  all  the  members  of 
the  body,  and  Christians  throughout  all  the  cities  of  the  world. 
The  soul  dwells  in  the  body  but  is  not  of  the  body,  and 
Christians  dwell  in  the  world,  but  are  not  of  the  world. 
(Otic€?  fikv  Iv  T^  (rdfiaTi  yln)XVt  ovk  iari  b€  iK  rov  a-dfiaros'  koL 
Xpumaifol  iv  K6<rii<f  oUovaiv,  cvk  cto-l  hi  iK  rod  Koo-fiov.)  The 
invisible  soul  is  kept  in  the  visible  body,  and  Christians  are 
known,  indeed,  to  be  in  the  world,  but  their  worship  of  God 
remains  invisible.  The  flesh  hates  the  soul  and  wages  war 
against  it,  although  unjustly,  because  it  is  restrained  from 
indulgence  in  sensual  pleasures,  and  the  world  hates  Christians, 

i  Of.  1  Cor.  iv.  13. 

*  'AyvooiWai,  Kai  KaraKplvovTai,  OavarovvrcUf  km  (tHmoujvvrat*  irr^x^vovo'ii 
KcH  irkovri^owri  ndXXovs,  Tlayrttv  vartpovprcu^  Koi  iv  nafri  ntpuro'tvovo'ip. 
*ATifiowrcui  Kol  €v  reus  arifiiais  bo^dCoirrat'  ^curffnjfiovyreuj  koX  dixoiovvrcu* 
XoidopovPTatf  Koi  tiikoyovcruf'  K.r.X.     £p.  ad  Diogn.  v. 

'  2  Cor.  vi.  9,  u>s  ayvoovyL€VOk  KCii  iiriyivoKTKOfji^Poi,  o>r  atro$v^crKOPT€s  km 
Idov  C^nrVf  o>r  iraid€v6fi€voi  Koi  firj  0avaTovfi€POii  10  .  •  .  .  a>r  irroixol  noXKoifs 
dc  TrXovTtfowcr,  «>f  firjbiv  txovres  Koi  nayra  Korixovrts, 
hih  dvaifnfffiias  Koi  €v<f>T}fiias'  i>s  wKaPOi  Koi  dkrjBils, 
\oidopovfi€Voi  tvXoyovfi€V,  K.T,\, 


8.  dta  d<$^ff  Kai  arifilatf 
1  Oor.  iv.  12 
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although  unjustly,  because  they  are  opposed  to  sensual  pleasures 
(jxi(r€i  Koi  XpioTiavovs  6  Koa-fios  ixrjh^p  abiKovfXfVos,  on  rals  rjhovaU 
ivTiTJuraovrai),  The  soul  loves  the  flesh  that  hat^s  it,  and  the 
members,  and  Christians  love  those  who  hate  them  "  (icol  Xpia-- 
Tiavol  Tovs  fucovvras  iya-n&aiv).  And  so  on  with  three  or  four 
similar  sentences,  one  of  which,  at  least,  is  taken  from  the 
Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,'  to  the  end  of  the  chapter. 

Now  the  passages  pointed  out  as  references  to  the  fourth 
Gospel,  it  will  be  remembered,  distinctly  differ  from  the  parallels 
in  the  Gospel,  and  it  seems  to  us  clear  that  they  arise  naturally 
out  of  the  antithetical  manner  which  the  writer  adopts  from 
the  Epistles  of  Paul,  and  are  based  upon  pa^ssages  in  those 
Epistles  closely  allied  to  them  in  sense  and  also  in  language. 
The  simile  in  connection  with  which  the  words  occur  is  com- 
menced at  the  beginning  of  the  preceding  chapter,  where 
Christians  are  represented  as  living  as  strangers  even  in  their 
native  land,  and  the  very  essence  of  the  passage  in  dispute  is 
given  in  the  two  sentences :  "  They  are  in  the  flesh,  but  do 
not  live  according  to  the  flesh "  (iv  aapKl  rvyxavova-iv,  iXA'  oi 
icarh  a-ipKa  C^criv),  which  is  based  upon  2  Cor.  x.  3,  "  For  we 
walk  in  the  flesh,  but  do  not  war*  according  to  the  flesh  '*  {hf 
aapKl  yap  '7T€pnraTovvT€9  oi  Karh  a-ipKa  aTpaT€v6fi€6a),  and  similar 
passages  abound  ;  as  for  instance,  Rom.  viii.  4  ..."  in  us  who 
walk  not  according  to  the  flesh,  but  according  to  the  Spirit ;  9. 
But  ye  are  not  in  the  flesh  but  in  the  Spirit  (v/xety  hi  ovk  iari 
iv  (rapid,  iXKh  iv  Trrcv/utan)  :  12  ...  So  then,  brethren,  we  are 
debtors  not  to  the  flesh,  that  we  should  live  after  the  flesh  '*  (ov 
rf]  a-apKl  tov  Kara  adpKa  Cv^)  &c.,  &c.,  (cf.  4,  14.).  And  the 
second  :  "  They  continue  on  earth  but  are  citizens  of  heaven  *' 
{M  yrjs  biarpCpova-iv,  iXX'  iv  ovpav^  iroKiTeJovrai),  which  recalls 
Philip,  iii.  20  :  "  For  our  country  (our  citizenship)  is  in  heaven  " 
(jipLoiv  yap  rb  TroXfrev/uta  iv  oipavois  viripxet).^  The  sense  of  the 
passage  is  everywhere  found,  and  nothing  is  more  natural  than 
the  use  of  the  words  arising  both  out  of  the  previous  reference 

1  *<  The  immortal  soul  dwells  in  a  mortal  tabernacle,  and  Christians 
dwell  as  strangers  incoiTuptible,  awaiting  the  incorruption  in  the 
heavens  {koI  Xpiariavoi  napoiKov<riv  iv  (fyBaprois,  t^v  £V  ovpavols  d<f>6apa-itt¥ 
frpo(rd<xV«»^0-    Ep»  ^^  Diogn.  vi.  cf.  1  Cor.  xv.  53,  64 ;  2  Cor.  v.  1  If. 

'  The  preceding  verse  has  **  walk,"  instead  of  **war." 

»  Cf.  Ephes.  ii.  19 ;  Heb.  xii.  22 ;  xiii.  14. 
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to  the  position  of  Christians  as  mere  sojourners  in  the  world, 
and  as  the  antithesis  to  the  preceding  part  of  the  sentence : 
"  The  soul  dwells  in  the  body,  but  is  not  of  the  body,"  and : 
"  Christians  dwell  in  the  world  but  are  not  of  the  world,*'  cf. 
1  Cor.  ii.  12 ;  vii.  31  ;  2  Cor.  i.  12.  Gal.  iv.  29,  v.  16  flf.  24,  25, 
vL  14.  Rom.  viii.  3  fif.  Ephes.  ii.  2,  3,  11  ff.  Coloss.  iii.  2  ff : 
Titus  ii.  12.  James  i.  27.  There  is  one  point,  however,  which 
we  think  shows  that  the  words  were  not  derived  from  the 
fourth  Gospel.  The  parallel  with  the  Epistle  can  only  be  made 
by  taking  a  few  words  out  of  xvii.  11  and  adding  to  them  a  few 
words  in  verse  14,  where  they  stand  in  the  following  connection 
"  And  the  world  hated  them,  because  they  are  not  of  the  world" 
(koI  6  Koa-fMos  ijjiiaTja-ev  avTovs,  Sti  ovk  ^lalv  c/c  rod  Koa-yiov),  In 
the  Epistle,  in  a  passage  quoted  above,  we  have  :  "  The  flesh 
hates  the  soul,  and  wages  war  against  it,  although  unjustly, 
because  it  is  restrained  from  indulgence  in  sensual  pleasures, 
and  the  world  hates  Christians,  although  unjustly,  because 
they  are  opposed  to  sensual  pleasures"  (Mto-ct  ttiv  yfrvxh^  v 
<rhpi,  Kal  7roA€fi€t,  fxrjbkv  ibiKovfiivrj,  bidn  rais  fjbbvai^  KoaXverai 
y/nja-Oai*  fxto-ei  Kal  XpKmavovs  6  Koa-fxos  fxrib^v  ibLKOVfjL€vos,  on 
raXs  fibovais  ivTiTia-a-omai,) 

Now  nothing  could  more  clearly  show  that  these  analogies 
are  mere  accidental  coincidence,  and  not  derived  from  the  fourth 
Gospel,  than  this  passage.  If  the  writer  had  really  had  the  pas- 
sage in  the  Gospel  in  his  mind,  it  is  impossible  that  he  could  in 
this  manner  have  completely  broken  it  up  and  changed  its 
whole  context  and  language.  The  phrase :  "  they  are  not  of  the 
world  **  would  have  been  introduced  here  as  the  reason  for  the 
hatred,  instead  of  being  used  with  quite  different  context  else- 
where in  the  passage.  In  fact,  in  the  only  place  in  which 
the  words  would  have  presented  a  true  parallel  with  the 
Gospel,  they  are  not  used.  Not  the  slightest  reference  is  made 
throughout  the  Epistle  to  Diognetus  to  any  of  the  discourses  of 
Jesus.  On  the  other  hand,  we  have  seen  that  the  whole  of  the 
passage  in  the  Epistle  in  which  these  sentences  occur  is  based 
both  in  matter,  and  in  its  peculiar  antithetical  form,  upon  the 
Epistles  of  Paul,  and  in  these  and  other  canonical  Epistles, 
again,  we  find  the  source  of  the  sentence  just  quoted  :  Gal. 
vi.  29.  "  But  as  then,  he  that  was  bom  after  the  flesh  per- 
secuted him    (that   was  bom)  after   the  Spirit,  even  so  it  is 
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now."^  V.  16.  "  Walk  by  the  Spirit,  and  ye  shall  not  fulfil  the 
lust  of  the  flesh*  17.  For  the  flesh  lusteth  against  the  Spirit 
and  the  Spirit  against  the  flesh  :  for  these  are  contrary  the  one 
to  the  other,  that  ye  may  not  do  the  things  that  ye  would."* 
There  are  innumerable  passages  in  the  Pauline  Epistles  to  the 
same  effect. 

We  pass  on  now  to  the  next  passage  in  the  order  of  the 
Epistle.  It  is  not  mentioned  at  all  by  Tischendorf :  Dr.  West- 
cott  introduces  it  with  the  words :  "  God's  will  is  mercy,"  by 
which  we  presume  that  he  means  to  paraphrase  the  context. 
''He  sent  his  Son  as  wishing  to  save  (»9  a-tiCf^)  ....  and 
not  to  condemn."'  This  sentence,  however,  which  is  given  as 
quotation  without  any  explanation,  is  purely  a  composition  by 
Canon  Westcott  himself  out  of  different  materials  which  he 
finds  in  the  Epistle,  and  is  not  a  quotation  at  alL  The  actual 
passage  in  the  Epistle,  with  its  immediate  context,  is  as  follows : 
"This  (Messenger — the  Truth,  the  holy  Word)  he  sent  to  them;- 
now,  was  it,  as  one  of  men  might  reason,  for  tyranny  and  to 
cause  fear  and  consternation  ?  Not  so,  but  in  clemency  and 
gentleness,  as  a  King  sending  his  Son  (TrifATTUiv  viov)  a  king,  he 
sent  (?7r€/i^€r) ;  as  God  he  sent  (him)  ;  as  towards  men  he  sent ; 
as  saving  he  sent  (&9  adCayv  i'jT€fx\lf€v)  (him) ;  as  persuading  (is 
irelOiav),  not  forcing,  for  violence  has  no  place  with  God.  He  sent 
as  inviting,  not  vindictively  pursuing ;  he  sent  as  loving,  not 
condemning  (^Tre/m^/rei;  m  iyairQv,  oi  Kptvcov),  For  he  will  send 
him  to  judge,  and  who  shall  abide  his  coming?'**  The  supposed 
parallel  in  the  Gospel  is  as  follows  (John  iii.  17)  :  "  For  God 
sent  not  his  Son  into  the  world  that  he  might  condemn  the 

^  'AXX'  &<nr€p  r6T€  6  Korh.  aapKa  y^wrfius  ihifOK€w  rhiw  Korh  mrcv/io,  ovT»t  luu 
vvv.    Gal.  iv.  29. 

'  Gfl.1.  V.  16,  7rP€VfxaTi  vipurareirc  km  €iriBvfilap  crapK^s  ov  firf  T€\€arjTt' 
17,  ^  yhp  <Thp^  iiTiBvpfl  Kara  rov  nvrvfurroSf  to  dc  irP€Vfia  Kara  ttjs  <Tapk6£* 
raxrra  di  dXXr}\oif  avr^Kcirai,  iva  pif  A  tu  6€\tjT€  rcnhra  woujfrt,  Cf.  18 — 25  ; 
Titus  ii.  12. 

•  On  the  Canon,  p.  77. 

*  TovTOP  irp6s  avTovt  ott^WciXcv,  ipd  yc,  m;  dvOpo»n»v  3m  rig  XoytVocro,  rirl 
Tvpawibi  Kcu  <l>6fit^  Koi  /carajrXiJf « ;  Ovfi€PovVf  dXX*  eV  errutK€iq,  npavrrp-i'  o>£ 
/3ao'iXcvff  ntfiirciv  vi6v  fiaxrCKia  ?7rf/i^€ir*  o>f  Btbv  cTrc/i^y,  o>ff  irpbi  avBpwircvg 
ffrcft^cv,  m  <rJi>C(ov  ht€p,'^fv'  o>f  irc/^v,  ov  ^taCoptvos'  ^ia  yhp  ov  irp6a'«(m  rf 
6f^.  *E9r€ft^€V  its  «caXa>v,  ov  dicuKc^V  4fir€pyjt€v  as  dyorr&i/,  ov  Kptpav,  IIc/x^4 
yap  avrbv  Kpivovra,  kcu  tis  cAtov  t^v  ncLpowiap  inroar^a-tTai ;   C.  vii. 
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world,  but  that  the  world  through  him  might  be  saved  "^  (oi  yhp 
iTri(rT€iX€V  6  0€O9  top  vlov  airrov  et?  top  kooiiov  tva  KpCvji  rhv  KOirfiop, 
iXk'  Ipa  <roi>$fi  6  koo-iws  bi*  avTov),  Now,  it  is  obvious  at  a  glance 
that  the  passage  in  the  Epistle  is  completely  different  from  that 
in  the  Gk>spel  in  every  material  point  of  construction  and  lan- 
guage, and  the  only  similarity  consists  in  the  idea  that  God's 
intention  in  sending  his  Son  was  to  save  and  not  to  condemn, 
and  it  is  important  to  notice  that  the  letter  does  not,  either  here  or 
elsewhere,  refer  to  the  condition  attached  to  salvation  so  clearly 
enunciated  in  the  preceding  verse :  "  That  whosoever  believeth 
in  him  might  not  perish.*'  The  doctrine  enunciated  in  this  pas- 
sage is  the  fundamental  principle  of  much  of  the  New  Testament, 
and  it  is  expressed  with  more  especial  clearness  and  force,  and 
close  analogy  with  the  language  of  the  letter,  in  the  Epistles  of 
Paul,  to  which  the  letter  more  particularly  leads  us,  as  well  as 
in  other  canonical  Epistles,  and  in  these  we  find  analogies  with 
the  context  quoted  above,  which  confirm  our  belief  that  they, 
and  not  the  Gospel,  are  the  source  of  the  passage — Rom.  v.  8  : 
*'  But  God  proveth  his  own  love  towards  us,  in  that  while  we 
were  yet  sinners  Christ  died  for  us.  9.  Much  more  then  .  .  • 
....  shall  we  be  saved  {(T<aOri(r6fji€0a)  through  him  from  the 
wrath  (to  come)."  Of.  16, 17.  Eodcl  viii.  1 :  "  There  is,  therefore, 
now  no  condemnation  (KoriKpiiia)  to  them  which  are  in  Christ 
Jesus.*  3  .  .  .  .  God  sending  his  own  Son "  (6  Oebs  top  laurov 
vlhp  irifiylfas),^  &c  And  coming  to  the  very  2nd  Epistle  to  the 
Corinthians,  from  which  we  find  the  writer  borrowing  whole- 
sale, we  meet  with  the  different  members  of  the  passage  we 
have  quoted :  v.  19  ....  "  God  was  reconciling  the  world 
unto  himself  in  Christ,  not  reckoning  unto  them  their  trespasses 
....  20.  On  Christ's  behalf,  then,  we  are  ambassadors,  as 
though  God  were  entreating  by  us ;  we  pray  on  Christ's  behalf: 
Be  reconciled  to  God.  v.  10.  For  we  must  all  appear  before  the 
judgment  seat  of  Christ,  &c.     11.  Knowing,  then,  the  fear  of 

'  The  previous  verse  which  we  shall  more  particularly  have  to  consider 
with  the  next  passage,  reads :  16.  **  For  God  so  loved  the  world  that  he 
gave  his  only  begotten  son,  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him  might  not 
perish,  but  have  eternal  life." 

'  The  Cod.  Alex.,  and  some  other  ancient  MSS.  add :  "  who  walk  not 
after  the  fleeh,'*  fiff  learh  adpKa  irepiwaTova'tv, 

»  Cf.  w.  32—35,  39. 
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the  Lord,  we  persuade  (irclOoiiep)  men,"  &c.  Galatians  iv.  4. 
"  But  when  the  fulness  of  time  came,  God  sent  out  his  Son 
{e^airicnreikev  6  6(6$  t6v  vlov  avrov),  5.  That  he  might  redeem 
them  that  were  under  the  law,  that  we  might  receive  the  adop- 
tion of  sons,"^  &c.  Ephes.  ii.  4.  "But  God  being  rich  in  mercy 
because  of  his  great  love  wherewith  he  loved  us,  5.  Even  when 
we  were  dead  in  our  trespasses,  quickened  us  together  with 
Christ — ^by  grace  ye  have  been  saved" — cf.  verses  7, 8.  1  Thess. : 
v.  9.  "  For  God  appointed  us  not  to  wi-ath,  but  to  the  obtaining 
salvation  (crwrrj/^tay)  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  1  Tim. 
i.  15.  "  This  is  a  faithful  saying  ....  that  Christ  Jesus  came 
into  the  world  to  save  sinners  '*  (dfiaprcoXovs  crwcrai).  1  Tim. 
il  3.  "  For  this  is  good  and  acceptable  in  the  sight  of  God  our 
Saviour  (tov  crcor^pos  fjixw  0€ov),  4.  Who  willeth  all  men  to  be 
saved  "  {hs  iravTas  avBpfi-novs  OiXti  <rai$TJvcu),  cf.  v.  5,  6.  2  Tim. 
i.  9.  "  Who  saved  us  {<r<i<ravTos  fffxas),  and  called  us  with  a  holy 
calling,  not  according  to  our  works,  but  according  to  his  own 
purpose,  and  the  gi^ace  which  was  given  to  us  in  Christ  Jesus 
before  eternal  times ;  10.  But  hath  been  made  manifest  by  the 
appearing  of  our  Saviour  {(r<»)T7Jpos)  Jesus  Clirist"*  These  pas- 
sages might  be  indefinitely  multiplied ;  and  they  contain  the 
sense  of  the  passage,  and  in  many  cases  the  language,  more 
closely  than  the  fourth  Gospel,  with  which  the  construction  and 
foi-m  of  the  sentence  has  no  analogy. 

Now,  with  regard  to  the  Logos  doctrine  of  the  Epistle  to 

^  The  letter  to  Diognetus  may  further  bo  connected  with  the  Ep.  to  the 
Galatians  in  the  remarks  which  the  writer  makes  (iv.)  on  the  observance  of 
days,  &c.,  by  the  Jews :  **  But  regarding  their  attending  to  the  stars  and 
moon,  observing  the  months  and  days,"  &c.  {irctparrjpjjfTw  tS>v  fxrjvS>v  kcu  tSi¥ 
rfn€pS>v,  IC.T.X.).  Cf.  Gal.  iv.  10.  **  Areye  observing  days  and  months, 
and  times  and  years  ?  '*  &c.  (r^fiepas  irtipaTrjp€laO€  koi  fiijvas  /cat  Kxupovs  laii 
iviavTovs ;) 

'  In  Ch.  xi.  which,  it  will  be  remembered,  is  acknowledged  to  be  of 
later  date,  and  not  by  the  writer  of  the  earlier  part,  the  author,  an 
admitted  falsifier  therefore,  represents  himself,  as  the  writer  of  the  letter^ 
as :  '^  having  been  a  disciple  of  the  Apostles,  I  am  become  a  teacher  of 
the  Gentiles."  (arrooTdXov  y€v6fi€Pos  fiaOfjTrjst  yivofmi.  dtdaa-Kokos  €$vav  c.  xi.) 
Having  observed  the  imitation  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  letter  of  the 
Pauline  Epistles,  the  writer  of  the  last  two  chapters  is  induced  to  make 
this  statement  after  an  Epistle  ascribed  to  Paul:  2  Tim.  L  11:  "For 
which  I  was  appointed  a  herald,  and  an  Apostle,  and  a  teacher  of  the 
Gentiles."     {tcai  dnoaroXos  Km  Si^datcakos  iSvSiv.) 
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Diognetus,  to  which  we  may  appropriately  here  refer,  although 
we  must  deal  with  it  in  the  briefest  manner  possible,  so  far  is 
it  from  connecting  the  Epistle  with  the  fourth  Gospel,  that 
it  much  more  proves  the  writer's  ignorance  of  that  Gk)spel.  The 
peculiar  terminology  of  the  prologue  to  the  Gospel  is  nowhere 
found  in  the  Epistle,  and  we  have  already  seen  that  the  term 
Logos  was  applied  to  Jesus  in  works  of  the  New  Testament, 
acknowledged  by  all  to  have  been  written  long  before  the  fourth 
Gaspel.  Indeed,  it  is  quite  certain,  not  only  historically,  but 
also  from  the  abrupt  enunciation  of  the  doctrine  in  the  prologue, 
that  the  theory  of  the  Logos  was  well  known  and  already 
applied  to  Jesus  before  the  Gospel  was  composed.  The  author 
knew  that  his  statement  would  be  understood  without  explana- 
tion. Although  the  writer  of  the  Epistle  makes  use  of  the 
designation  "  Logos,"  he  shows  his  Greek  culture  by  giving  the 
precedence  to  the  term  Truth  or  Reason.  It  has  indeed  been 
remarked  ^  that  the  name  Jesus  or  Christ  does  not  occur  any- 
where in  the  Epistle.  By  way  of  showing  the  manner  in  which 
**  the  Word  '*  is  spoken  of,  we  will  give  the  entire  passage,  part 
of  which  is  quoted  above ;  the  first  and  only  one  in  the  first  ten 
chapters  in  which  the  term  is  used  :  "  For,  as  I  said,  this  was 
not  an  earthly  invention  which  was  delivered  to  them  (Chris- 
tians), neither  is  it  a  mortal  system  which  they  deem  it  right  to 
maintain  so  carefully  ;  nor  is  an  administration  of  human 
mysteries  entrusted  to  them,  but  the  Almighty  and  invisible 
God  himself,  the  Creator  of  all  things  (iXX'  airrbs  i  itavroKpiraip 
Koi  TravTOKrCaTTjs  Kal  ioparos  Oeos)  has  implanted  in  men,  and 
established  in  their  hearts  from  heaven,  the  Truth  and  the 
Word,  the  holy  and  incomprehensible  {ttiv  ^AXrjOdav  xai  top  Aoyov 
TOP  iyiov  Kci  iTT€pLv6rjToi;),  not  as  one  might  suppose,  sending  to 
men  some  servant  or  angel  or  ruler  (ipxavra),  or  one  of  those 
ordering  earthly  affairs,  or  one  of  those  entrusted  with  the 
government  of  heavenly  things,  but  the  artificer  and  creator  of 
the  universe  (rbv  r^^Lrqv  ical  hriynovpyhv  tQv  <i\(Dv)  himself,  by 
whom  he  created  the  heavens  (<S  rovs  oipavoxfs  iicrnT^v)  ; '  by 

*  Donaldson,  Hist  Clir.  Lit.  and  Doctr.  ii.  p.  127. 

'  John  i.  3.  "All  things  were  made  by  him ;  and  without  him  was 
not  anything  made  that  hath  been  made  {navTa  di  avrov  rytpero,  koi  x«»pW 
avTov  cyfVcTo  ovdc  tv  o  yiyovtv,)  The  difference  of  this  language  will  be 
remarked. 
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whom  he  confined  the  sea  within  its  own  bounds ;  whose  com- 
mands (jjLVtrnipia — ^mysteries)  all  the  stars  (oroixcld — elements) 
faithfully  observe  ;  from  whom  (the  sun)  has  received  the  mea- 
sure of  the  daily  course  to  observe;  whom  the  moon  obeys, 
being  bidden  to  shine  at  night ;  whom  the  stais  obey,  following 
in  the  course  of  the  moon ;  by  whom  all  things  have  been 
arranged  and  limited  and  subjected,  the  heavens  and  the  things 
in  the  heavens,  the  earth  and  the  things  in  the  earth,  the  sea 
and  the  things  in  the  sea  (ovpopoi  koX  ra  Iv  oifpavois,  yrj  KciTah 
Tp  y^,  OiKaa-fra  koX  ra  iv  rfj  $a\i(r<rji),  fire,  air,  abyss,  the  things 
in  the  heights,  the  things  in  the  depths,  the  things  in  the  space 
between.  This  (Messenger — ^the  truth,  the  Word)  he  sent  to 
them.  Now,  was  it,  as  one  of  men  might  reason,  for  tyrrany 
and  to  cause  fear  and  consternation  ?  Not  so,  but  in  clemency 
and  gentleness,  as  a  King  sending  his  Son,  a  king,  he  sent ;  as 
God  he  sent  (him) ;  as  towards  men  he  sent,  as  saving  he  sent 
(him);  as  persuading,'*  &c.,  &c.^  The  description  here  giveo, 
how  God  in  fact  by  Reason  or  Wisdom  created  the  (Jniverse,  has 
much  closer  analogy  with  earlier  representations  of  the  doctrine 
than  with  that  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  if  the  writer  does  also 
represent  the  Reason  in  a  hypostatic  form,  it  is  by  no  means 
with  the  concreteness  of  the  Gospel  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  with 
which  linguistically,  moreover,  as  we  have  observed,  it  has  no 
similarity.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  his  Christology  presents 
differences  from  that  of  the  fourth  Gospel' 

We  have  already  seen  how  Jesus  is  called  the  Word  in  works 
of  the  New  Testament  earlier  than  the  fourth  Gospel,'  and  how 
the  doctrine  is  constantly  referred  to  in  the  Pauline  Epistles 
and  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  and  it  is  to  these,  and  not  to 
the  fourth  Gospel,  that  the  account  in  the  Epistle  to  Diognetus 
may  be  more  properly  traced.  Heb.  I  2.  "  The  Son  of  God  by 
whom  also  he  made  the  worlds.  10.  The  heavens  are  works  of 
thy  hands  "  (Ipya  r&v  X€ip&p  avv  €l<riv  ol  oipavoC).  xi.  3.  "  By 
faith  we  understand  that  the  worlds  were  framed  {KarqfyriaOai),  by 
the  word  of  God  '*  (piffiMin  6€ov).  1  Cor.  viii.  6.  "  Jesus  Christ  by 
whom  are  all  things"  (8i'  o5  rh  Trim-a).   Coloss.  i.  13.  "...  The 

*  Ep.  ad  Diogn.,  vii. 

«  Of.  Domer,  Lehre  Pers.  Ohristi,  i.  p.  413  ff. ;  Donaldson,  Hist  Chr. 
Lit.  and  Doctr.,  ii.  p.  127  ff. 

*  Eev.  xix.  13;  vi.  9;  xx.  4;  Heb.  iv.  12,  13;  xi.  3. 
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Son  of  his  love :  15.  Who  is  the  image  of  the  invisible  God 
(tov  0€ov  tov  aopirov)  the  first-bom  of  all  creation  ;  16.  Because 
in  him  are  all  things  created,  the  things  in  the  heavens,  and 
the  things  in  the  earth,  the  things  visible  and  the  things 
invisible  {Sn  iv  avr^  iKrCaOrj  rh  itivra  ra  ip  tois  ovpavois  Koi  ra 
i-nl  rfjs  yrjs^  rh  6para,  koi  rh  iopara)  whether  they  be  thrones  or 
dominions,  or  principalities,  or  powers;  AH  things  have  been 
created  by  him  and  for  him  (tA  vivra  bi'  airrov  kcu  cIs  avrbv 
iKTKTTai).  17.  And  he  is  before  all  things,  and  in  him  all  things 
subsist.  18.  And  he  is  the  head  of  the  body,  the  Church,  who 
is  the  Beginning^  (5?  icmv  ipxn)  ;  the  first-bom  from  the  dead  ; 
that  in  all  things  he  might  be  the  first.  19.  Because  he  was 
well  pleased  that  in  him  should  all  the  fulness  dwell  20.  And 
through  him  to  reconcile  all  things  unto  himself,"  &c.,  &c- 
These  passages  might  be  greatly  multiplied,  but  it  is  unnecessary, 
for  the  matter  of  the  letter  is  substantially  here.  As  to  the 
titles  of  King  and  God  they  are  everywhere  to  be  found.  In 
the  Apocalypse  the  Lamb  whose  name  is  "  The  Word  of  God  " 
(6  Aoyoy  tov  ^eov),  (xix.  13)  has  also  his  name  written  (xix.  16), 
"King  of  kings  and  Lord  of  lords"  {BcuriX^  Pa<n\4(ov  km 
Kiipios  Kvpliav)?  We  have  already  quoted  the  views  of  Philo 
regarding  the  Logos,  which  also  merit  comparison  with  the 
passage  of  the  Epistle,  but  we  cannot  repeat  them  here. 

The  last  passage  to  which  we  have  to  refer  is  the  following : 
"  For  God  loved  men,  for  whose  sakes  He  made  the  world,  to 
whom  He  subjected  all  things  that  are  in  the  earth  .  .  .  Unto 
whom  (-Trpoy)  He  sent  his  only-begotten  Son,  to  whom  He 
promised  the  kingdom  in  heaven  (r^v  h  oipav^  fiaaikeiav)  and 
will  give  it  to  those  who  love  Him."*  The  context  is  as  follows : 
"For  God  loved  men  (6  yhp  Oeb^  rovs  ivOpiitovs  i^cimjo-e)  for 
whose  sake  he  made  the  world,  to  whom  he  subjected  all  things 
that  are  in  it,  to  whom  he  gave  reason  and  intelligence,  to  whom 
alone  he  granted  the  right  of  looking  towards  him,  whom  he 
formed  after  his  own  image,  to  whom  he  sent  his  only  begotten 
son  (iTpos  ots  &Tr4ar€iX€  tov  vIop  ovtov  tov  fiovoy^vfj),  to  whom  he 
has  promised  the  kingdom  in  heaven,  and  will  give  it  to  those 

»  Of.  Rev.  iii.  14. 

«  Of.  Rev.  xvii.  14;  Coloss.  i.  15;  Phil.  ii.  6;  2  Cor.  iv.  4;  Heb. 
i.  8,  2  f. 
*  On  the  Canon,  p.  77. 
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who  have  loved  him.  And  when  you  know  this,  with  what 
gladness,  think  you,  you  will  be  filled  ?  Or  how  will  you  love 
•him,  who  beforehand  loved  you?  {Trpoayawriacarri  <rc).  But  if 
you  love,  you  will  be  an  imitcUor  of  his  kindness,''  &a  (jxiixrrnis 
laji  avTov  rrjs  xfiV<^oTriT09),^  This  is  claimed  as  a  reference  to 
John  iiL  16 £  "For  (Jod  so  loved  the  world  (oCtcos  yap  lyyamyerei; 
6  $€09  Tov  Kotrixov)  that  he  gave  his  only  b^otten  son  (wore  rhv 
vibi;  avTov  tov  fiovoyevij  lb(»>K€v)  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him 
might  not  perish,"  &c.  17.  "For  God  sent  not  his  son  into  the 
world  that  he  might  judge  the  world,'*  &c.  (ov  yap  i-niarcikcv  6  0€os 
TOV  viov  avTov  eh  tov  K6(rfiov  tva  KpCvrj  tov  Koafiov).  Here,  again, 
a  sentence  is  patched  together  by  taking  fragments  from  the 
beginning  and  middle  of  a  passage,  and  finding  in  them  a 
superficial  resemblance  to  words  in  the  Gospel  We  find 
parallels  for  the  passage,  however,  in  the  Epistles  from  which 
the  unknown  writer  obviously  derives  so  much  of  his  matter. 
Bom.  v.  8  :  "  But  God  giveth  proof  of  his  love  towards  us,  in 
that  while  we  were  yet  sinners  Christ  died  for  us.  10.  .  .  . 
through  the  death  of  his  son."  Chap,  viil  8,  "God 
sending  his  son,  &c.  29.  .  .  .  Them  he  also  foreordained 
to  bear  the  likeness  of  the  image  of  his  son,  &c.  32.  He 
that  spared  not  his  own  son,  but  delivered  him  up  for  us  all," 
&c.  39.  (Nothing  can  separate  us)  "from  the  love  of  God 
which  is  in  Christ  Jesus  our  Lord."  Gal.  ii.  20.  .  .  .  "  by  the 
faith  of  the  Son  of  God  who  loved  me  and  gave  himself  for 
me."  Chap.  iv.  4.  "  God  sent  out  his  son  (ifair^oreiXci^  6  Oeos  top 
vlov  avTov).  5.  .  .  .  that  he  might  redeem,"  &a  Ephes.  ii.  4. 
"  But  God  being  rich  in  mercy  because  of  his  great  love  where- 
with he  loved  us.  5.  Even  when  we  were  dead  in  our  trespasses 
hath  quickened  us  together  with  Christ.  7.  That  he  might  show 
forth  the  exceeding  riches  of  his  grace  in  kindness  (xpiycn-onyy) 
towards  us  in  Christ  Jesus."  Chap.  iv.  32.  "  Be  ye  kind  (xprjaroC) 
one  to  another,  tender-hearted,  forgiving  one  another,  even  as 
God  also  in  Christ  forgave  you."*    Chap.  v.  1.  "Be ye  therefore 

*  Ep.  ad  Diogn.  x.,  'O  y^  $€6s  roi/s  opBp&mw^  tiyamfirty  di   ots  cirou^o-c 

t6v  K6<TfU}Vy  ols  vTrcra^c  iravra  rhi  iv ols  \6ytov  l3o»ic€y,  dts  povv  oig  /uWir 

irphs  aMp  6p^  hrerpr^'  ots  €k  rjjt  Idlas  €lK6vog  In-Xoirc*  wpbf  ots  mrffrrtikt 
t6v  v16p  airrov  t6v  fjtovoytvrj'  ols  t^v  iv  ovpay^  fiactktiav  imfyyttkarOf  kcu  dwrti 
ToU  ayaTTTia-afriv  avr6v.  'Eiriyvovs  dc,  rlvos  oUi  ir\Tjp<a^a'€a'BaL  x^p^s;  fj  irw 
aya7n}<rfis  rii/  ovrox  Trpooyair^o-avra  at ;  aycarr)<ras  5c,  fJUfirjfriff  t<rff  avrov  t% 

Xpn^rr&njTor  k,tX  >  Cf.  ColOBS.  iii.  12—14. 
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imitators  (fii/xiyral)  of  God  as  beloved  children.  2.  And  walk 
in  love  {iv  iyiTrp)  even  as  Christ  also  loved  you  (6  Xpiarbs 
ffyiLTn\(T€v  v/xas),  and  gave  himself  for  you,"  &c.,  &c.  Titus  iii.  4. 
"But  when  the  kindness  (x/>^<rror?ys)  and  love  towards  men 
{<i>iKav6p(o'Kla)  of  our  Saviour  God  was  manifested.  5.  .  . 
according  to  his  mercy  he  saved  us.  .  .  .  6.  .  .  .  through  Jesus 
Christ  our  Saviour.  7.  That  being  justified  by  his  grace,  we 
should  become  heirs  according  to  the  hope  of  Eternal  life."  * 

The  words :  "  Or  how  will  you  love  him  who  beforehand  loved 
you  ? "  (^  -TTws  AyaTT^crets  tov  oiJrcoy  itpoayaitriaavri.  crc  ;),  Canon 
Westcott  refers  to  1  John  iv.  19,  "We  love  God*  because 
he  first  loved  us"  (rip.eis  iyaiT&ixcv  rbv  Oeov,  irpwros  riyiirrjo-ev 
fjlMs,)  The  linguistic  differences,  however,  and  specially  the 
substitution  of  TrpoayaTrrjaajrra  for  TTpQros  ffydinjacv,  distinctly 
oppose  the  claim.  The  words  are  a  perfectly  natural  comment 
upon  the  words  in  Ephesians,  from  which  it  is  obvious  the 
writer  derived  other  parts  of  the  sentence,  as  the  striking  word 
"  kindness"  (xpV<^oTrj!s),  which  is  commonly  used  in  the  Pauline 
Epistles,  but  nowhere  else  in  the  New  Testament,*  shows. 

Dr.  Westcott  "  cannot  call  to  mind  a  parallel  to  the  phrase 
'  the  kingdom  in  heaven '  '*  *  which  occurs  above  in  the  phrase 
"  to  whom  he  has  promised  the  kingdom  in  heaven,  and  will 
give  it  to  those  who  have  loved  him"  (oly  ttjv  h  ovpav^ 
pacriXfiav  iirrjyyeCKaTO,  koX  b<i(r€i  rots  iyaw/ja-ao'iv  avT6v),  This 
also  we  find  in  the  Epistles  to  which  the  writer  exclusively 
refers  in  this  letter :  James  ii  5,  "  heirs  of  the  kingdom  which 
he  promised  to  them  that  love  him  "  {ttjs  Pacrikelas  Jjs  litrjyyeCKaTo 
Toh  iyaTTwo-u;  aMv)  i  12.  "...  he  shall  receive  the  crown  of 
life  which  he  promised  to  them  that  love  him  "  {hv  iiniyyeCKaTO 
TOLs  iyaitoia-iv  avrrfi;).  In  2  Tim.  iv.  18,  we  have :  "  The  Lord  .  .  • 
shall  preserve  me  safe  unto  his  heavenly  kingdom  '*  {els  ttiv 
Paa-iXeCav  ovtov  ttiv  iirovpiviov).^    It  is  very  possible  that  all  of 

*  Of.  2  These,  ii.  16  ;  1  These,  ii.  12,  iv.  9. 

'  We  quote  the  reading  of  the  Cod.  Sinaiticue  ae  most  fitvourable  to 
Dr.  Westcott ;  the  Alexandrian  and  Vatican  MSS.  have  simply :  **  we 
love,"  omitting  both  **  God"  and  "  him." 

•  Of.  Bom.  ii.  4;  iii.  12 ;  xi.  22  (thrice);  2  Cor.  vi.  6  ;  Gal.  v.  22; 
Bphes.  ii.  7  ;  cf.  iv.  32 ;  Coloss.  iii.  12 ;  Titus,  iii.  4  ;  cf.  1  Peter,  ii.  3. 

*  On  the  Canon,  p.  77,  note  4. 

•  Cf.  2  Tim.  iv.  8  ;  2  These,  i  5. 
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these  passages  may  refer  to  words  of  Jesus  not  contained  in 
our  Gospel,  but  which  the  writer  of  the  Epistle  may  have 
found  in  some  other  evangelical  work.  The  expression  "  king- 
dom of  heaven  "  is  not  found  in  the  fourth  Gospel  at  all,  but  is 
characteristic  of  the  first  Synoptic,  and  traces  are  not  wanting 
in  this  Epistle  of  the  use  of  a  Gospel  akin  to,  but  diflFering  from, 
the  first ;  we  cannot,  however,  go  into  this  matter. 

We  have  devoted  too  much  time  already  to  this  Epistle, 
the  evidence  of  which  could  not  in  any  case  be  of  value 
to  the  fourth  Gospel.  The  writer  of  the  Epistle  to  Etiog- 
netus  is  unknown ;  Diognetus,  the  friend  to  whom  it  is 
addressed,  is  equally  unknown;  the  letter  is  neither 
mentioned  nor  quoted  by  any  of  the  Fathers,  nor  by 
any  ancient  writer,  and  there  is  no  external  evidence 
as  to  the  date  of  the  composition.  It  exists  only  in 
one  codex,  the  handwriting  of  which  is  referred  to  the 
thirteenth  or  fourteenth  century,  but  it  is  by  no  means 
certain  that  it  is  even  so  old.  The  last  two  chapters  are 
a  falsification  by  a  later  writer  than  the  author  of  the 
first  ten.  There  is  no  internal  evidence  whatever  in  this 
brief  didactic  composition  which  would  render  its  assign- 
ment to  the  third  or  fourth  centuries  incongruous,  or 
which  demands  an  earlier  date.  Apart  from  the  uncer- 
tainty of  date,  however,  there  is  no  allusion  in  it  to  any 
Gospel.  Even  if  there  were,  the  testimony  of  a  letter  by 
ah  unknown  writer  at  an  unknown  period  could  not  have 
much  weight,  but  under  the  actual  circumstances  the 
Epistle  to  Diognetus  furnishes  absolutely  no  testimony 
at  all  for  the  apostolical  origin  and  historical  character 
of  the  fourth  Gospel. 

The  fulness  with  which  we  have  discussed  the  sup- 
posed testimony  of  Basilides  ^  renders  it  unnecessary  for 

»  Vol.  ii.  p.  41  ff. 
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US  to  re-enter  at  any  length  into  the  argument  as  to  his 
knowledge  of  the  fourth  Gospel.  Tischendorf^  and 
Canon  Westcott  ^  assert  that  two  passages,  namely  : 
"  The  true  light  which  lighteth  every  man  came  into  the 
world,"  corresponding  with  John  i.  9,  and :  "  mine  hour 
is  not  yet  come,"  agreeing  with  John  ii.  4,  which  are 
introduced  by  Hippolytus  in  his  work  against  Heresies  ' 
with  a  subjectless  (fyrjari  "  he  says,"  are  quotations  made 
in  some  lost  work  by  Basilides.  We  have  shown  that 
Hippolytus  and  other  writers  of  his  time  were  in  the 
habit  of  quoting,  indifferently,  passages  from  works  by 
the  founders  of  sects  and  by  their  later  followers  without 
any  distinction,  an  utterly  vague  <f>7jori  doing  service 
equally  for  all.  This  is  the  case  in  the  present  instance, 
and  there  is  no  legitimate  reason  for  assigning  these 
passages  to  Basilides  himself,*  but  on  the  contrary  many 
considerations  which  forbid  our  doing  so,  which  we  have 
elsewhere  detailed. 

These  remarks  most  fully  apply  to  Valentinus,  whose 
supposed  quotations  we  have  exhaustively  discussed,*  as 
well  as  the  one  passage  given  by  Hippolytus  containing 
a  sentence  found  in  John  x.  8,^  the  only  one  which  can 
be  pointed  out.  We  have  distinctly  proved  that  the 
quotations  in  question  are  not  assignable  to  Valentinus 
himself,  a  fact  which  even  apologists  admit.  There  is  no 
just  ground   for    asserting  that  his    terminology   was 

*  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  62. 

*  On  the  Canon,  p.  256,  note  3.  *  Tii.  22,  27. 

*  Hilgenfeldy  Die  Evangelien,  p.  345,  anm.  5 ;  Zeitschr.  wise.  Theol., 
1862,  p.  400  ff. ;  Davidson^  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  388  f. ;  Volkmar,  Zeitschr. 
wise.  TheoL,  1860,  p.  295;  Der  Ursprang,  p.  69  f. ;  Hump/,  Eey.  de 
Th^ol.,  1867,  p.  18  ff.,  p.  366 ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisee,  p.  65  f. ; 
ZeUer,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  148  ff.;  Guericke,  H'buch.  K  G.,  i.  p.  184  ; 
Straussy  Das  Leben  Jesu,  1864,  p.  67  f. 

*  Vol.  ii.  p.  56  ff.  «  Adv.  Heor.,  vi.  35. 
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derived  fix^m  the  fourth  Gospel,  the  whole  having  heen 
in  current  use  long  before  that  Gospel  was  composed. 
There  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  Valentinus  was 
acquainted  with  such  a  work.^ 

We  must  generally  remark,  however,  with  regard  to 
Basilides,  Valentinus  and  all  such  Heresiarchs  and 
writers,  that,  even  if  it  could  be  shown,  as  actually,  it 
.  cannot,  that  they  were  acquainted  with  the  fourth 
Gospel,  the  fact  would  only  prove  the  mere  existence  of 
the  work  at  a  late  period  in  the  second  century,  but  would 
furnish  no  evidence  of  the  slightest  value  regarding  its 
apostolic  origin,  or  towards  establishing  its  historical  value. 
On  the  other  hand,  if,  as  apologists  assert,  these  heretics 
possessed  the  fourth  Gospel,  their  deliberate  and  total 
rejection  of  the  work  furnishes  evidence  positively 
antagonistic  to  its  claims.  It  is  difficult  to  decide 
whether  their  rejection  of  the  Gospel,  or  their  igno- 
rance of  its  existence  is  the  more  unfavourable  alter- 
native. 

The  dilemma  is  the  very  same  in  the  ease  of  Marcion. 
We  have  already  fully  discussed  his  knowledge  of  our 
Gospels,^  and  need  not  add  anything  here.  It  is  not 
pretended  that  he  made  any  use  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  and 
the  only  ground  upon  which  it  is  argued  that  he  supphes 
evidence  even  of  its  existence  is  the  vague  general  state- 
ment of  TertuUian,  that  Marcion  rejected  the  Gospels 
**  which  are  legitimately  promulgated,  and  imder  the  name 

*  Baur,  TJnters.  kan.  Ey.,  p.  357  f.;  Brdschneider,  Probabilia,  p.  212  ff.; 
Davidson,  Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  390 ;  HUgenfMy  Die  Eyangelien^  p.  345 ; 
SchoUen,  Die  alt  Zeugnisse,  p.  67  ff. ;  Bump/,  Bey.  de  Th6oL,  1867, 
p.  17 ;  Zdler,  Die  Apostelgesdi.,  p.  65  ff.  ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1853,  p.  151 1 ; 
Volkmar,  Der  TJrspmng,  p.  69  ff. ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1854,  p.  108  ff.; 
Weizadcker,  Untera.  Eyang.  Gesch.,  p.  234;  Straws,  Das  Leben  Jesu, 
186^,  p.  67.  »  Vol.ii.p.79fl: 
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of  Apostles  and  Apostolic  men/^  denying  their  truth  and 
integrity,  and  maintaining  the  sole  authority  of  his  own 
Gospel*  We  have  shown  ^  how  unwarrantable  it  is  to 
affirm  from  such  data  that  Marcion  knew,  although  he 
repudiated,  the  four  canonical  Gospels.  The  Fathers, 
with  uncritical  haste  and  zeal,  assumed  that  the  Gospels 
adopted  by  the  Church  at  the  close  of  the  second  and 
beginning  of  the  third  centuries  must  equally  have  been 
invested  with  canonical  authority  from  the  first,  and 
Tertullian  took  it  for  granted  that  Marcion,  of  whom  he 
knew  very  little,  must  have  deliberately  rejected  the  four 
Gospels  of  his  own  Canon.  Even  Canon  Westcott 
admits  that :  **  it  is  uncertain  whether  Tertullian  in  the 
passage  quoted  speaks  from  a  knowledge  of  what  Marcion 
may  have  written  on  the  subject,  or  simply  from  his  own 
point  of  sight."  ^  There  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  that 
Marcion  knew  the  fourth  Gospel,*  and  if  he  did,  it  is 
perfectly  inexplicable  that  he  did  not  adopt  it  as  pecu- 
liarly favourable  to  his  own  views.*  If  he  was  acquainted 
with  the  work  and,  nevertheless,  rejected  it  as  false  and 
adulterated,  his  testimony  is  obviously  opposed  to  the 
Apostolic  origin  and  historical  accuracy  of  the  fourth 
Gospel,  and  the  critical  acumen  which  he  exhibited  in 
his  selection  of  the  Pauline  Epistles  renders  his  judgment 
of  greater  weight  than  that  of  most  of  the  Fathers. 
We  have  now  reached  an  epoch,  when  no  evidence 

»  Adv.  Marc.,  iv.  3,  4.  '  Vol.  ii.  p.  144  ff. 

*  On  the  Canon,  p.  276,  note  1. 

*  CredneVy  Beitrage,  i.  p.  45,  anm.  1 ;  Eichhom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i. 
pp.  73  ff.,  79,  84 ;  Gteseler,  Entst.  eclir.  Ew.,  p.  25 ;  ffilgen/eld,  Die  Etv. 
Justin's,  p.  474;  Schletermachery  Einl.  N.  T.,  1845,  p.  214  f . ;  Bump/, 
Eey.  de  Th^oL,  1867,  p.  21;  ScJwlten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  76  ff. ; 
Schtvegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  i.  p.  282 ;   Volhmar,  Der  Urspning,  p.  76. 

*  Hilger^My  Die  Ew.  Justin's,  p.  474 ;  ScMten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p 
77 ;  Volkmar,  Der  Ursprung,  p.  76  ff. 
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regarding  the  fourth  Gospel  can  have   much  weight, 
and  the  remaining  witnesses  need  not  detain  us  long. 
We  have  discussed  at  length  the  Diatessaron  of  Tatian/ 
and  shown  that  whilst  there  is  no  evidence  that  it  was 
based  upon  our  four  Gospels,  there  is  reason  to  beheve 
that  it  may  have  been  identical  with  the  Gospel  accord- 
ing  to  the   Hebrews,  by  which   name,  as   Epiphanius 
states,^  it  was  actually  called.     We  have  only  now  briefly 
to  refer  to  the   address  to    the    Greeks   (Aoyos  irpos 
''EXXiyj/as),  and  to  ascertain  what  testimony  it  bears  regard- 
ing the  fourth  GospeL     It  was  composed  after  the  death 
of  Justin,  and  scarcely  dates  earlier  than  the  beginning  of 
tlie  last  quarter  of  the  second  century.     No  Gospel  and 
no  work  of  the  JNew  Testament  is  mentioned  in  this 
composition,  but  Tischendorf  ^  and  others  point  out  one 
or  two  supposed   references  to  passages  in  the  fourth 
Gospel.     The  first  of'  these  in  order,  is  one  indicated  by 
Canon  Westcott,*  but  to  which  Tischendorf  does  not  call 
attention :    "  God  was  in  the  beginning,  but  we  have 
learned  that  the  beginning  is  the  power  of  Reason  {Seos 
^v  iv  O-PXO*  '^^  ^  ^PXW  ^^ov  hvuafn^u  vapeikTJ(f>aii€v). 
For  the   Lord  of   the    Universe   (Sco-Trony?  rwv   o\wv) 
being  himself  the  substance  (uTrooraa-t?)  of  all,  in  that 
creation  had  not  been  accomplished  was  alone,  but  inas- 
much as  he  was  all  power,  and  himself  the  substance  of 
things  visible  and  .invisible,  all  things  were  with  him 
(crifv  avT^  ra  vdvra).     With  him  by  means  of  rational 
power  the  Reason  (Aoyos)  itself  also  w^hich  was  in  him 
subsisted.     But  by  the  will  of  his  simplicity.  Reason 
(Aoyos)    springs   forth ;    but    the    Reason    (Aoyos)  not 


'  Vol.  ii.  p.  152  ff.  8  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  17. 

*  Heor.,  xlvi.  §  1.  *  On  the  Canon,  p.  278,  note  2. 
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proceeding  in  vain,  became  the  first-bom  work  (cfyyov 
TTpayroroKou)  of  the  Father.  Him  we  know  to  be  the 
Beginning  of  the  world  (Touroi/  lor/iep  rov  Koor/iov  Tfjv 
apxriv).  But  he  came  into  existence  by  division,  not  by 
cutting  off,  for  that  which  is  cut  oflF  is  separated  from 
the  first :  but  that  which  is  divided,  receiving  the  choice 
of  administration,  did  not  render  him  defective  from 
whom  it  was  taken,  &c.,  &c.  And  as  the  Logos  (Eeason), 
in  the  beginning  begotten,  begat  again  our  creation, 
himself  for  himself  creating  matter  (Kal  Kaddirep  6 
Aoyos,  ip  dp)(S  ycv^^cls,  ameyanrqae  Trfu  Kaffrifia^ 
iToirjariv,  avTO^  eaxrrS  r^v  vXrjv  8rjfjLi,ovfyyTjora<s),  SO  I," 
&c.,  &c.^ 

It  is  quite  evident  that  this  doctrine  of  the  Logos  is 
not  that  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  from  which  it  cannot  have 
been  derived.  Tatian  himself^  seems  to  assert  that  he 
derived  it  from  the  Old  Testament.  We  have  quoted 
the  passage  at  length  that  it  might  be  clearly  under- 

*  Orat.  ad  GrsBcoe,  §  5.  As  this  passage  is  of  some  obscurity,  we  subjoin, 
fbr  the  sake  of  impartiality,  an  index>endent  translation  taken  from  Dr. 
Donaldson*s  able  History  of  Ohrist.  Lit.  and  Doctrinei  iii.  p.  42 :  **  God 
-was  in  the  beginning,  but  we  have  understood  that  the  beginning  was  a 
power  of  reason.  For  the  Lord  of  all,  Himself  being  the  substance  of  aU, 
was  alone  in  so  fttr  as  the  creation  had  not  yet  taken  place,  but  as  far  as 
He  was  all  power  and  the  substance  of  things  seen  and  unseen,  aU  things 
were  with  Him :  along  with  Him  also  by  means  of  rational  power,  the 
reason  which  was  in  Him  supported  them.  But  by  the  will  of  his  sim- 
plicity, the  reason  leaps  forth ;  but  the  reason,  not  having  gone  from  one 
who  became  empty  thereby,  is  the  first-bom  work  of  the  Father.  Him 
we  know  to  be  tiie  beginning  of  the  world.  But  He  came  into  existence 
by  sharing  {fjk€pi<rfi6s)  not  by  cutting  off;  for  that  which  is  cut  off  is  sepa- 
rated fr^m  the  first ;  but  that  which  is  shared,  receiving  a  selection  of 
the  work,  did  not  I'euder  Him  defective  from  whom  it  was  taken,  &c.,  &c. 
And  as  the  Word  begotten  in  the  beginning  begot  in  his  turn  our  crea- 
tion, He  Himself  fashioning  the  material  for  Himself,  so  I,  Ac,  &o."  Cf. 
Domer,  Lehre  Pers.  Christi,  i.  p.  437  ff. 

*  §  12,  cf.  §  20 ;  cf.  Donaldson,  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  32 ; 
BreUchneider,  Probabilia,  p.  193  ff. 
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stood  ;  and  with  the  opening  words,  we  presume,  for  he 
does  not  quote  at  all  but  merely  indicates  the  chapter. 
Canon  Westcott  compares  John  i.  1  :  "  In  the  beginning 
was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and  God 
was  the  Word''  (*Ev  apxS  ^^  o  Aoyo9,  #c.t.X.).  The  state- 
ment of  Tatian  is  quite  diflFerent :  **  God  was  in  the 
beginning"  (©€09  ^v  h  oipxS)^  and  he  certainly  did  not 
identify  the  Word  with  God,  so  as  to  transform  the 
statement  of  the  Gospel  into  this  simple  affirmation.  In 
all  probability  his  formula  was  merely  based  upon 
Genesis  i.  1  :  "  In  the  beginning  God  created  the  heavens 
and  the  earth''  (iu  apxo  ^'^otrjora/  6  ©eo^  k.t.X.).^  The 
expressions  :  *'  But  we  have  learned  that  the  Beginning 
(apxv)  ^^  ^^^  power  of  Eeason,"  &c.,  "  but  the  Reason 
(Aoyos)  not  proceeding  in  vain  became  the  first-born 
work  (epyov  vpcjroTOKOp)  of  the  Father.  Him  we  know 
to  be  the  Beginning  {apxn)  of  the  world,"  recall  many 
early  representations  of  the  Logos,  to  which  we  have 
already  referred  :  Prov.  viii.  22  :  "  The  Lord  created  me 
the  Beginning  (apxQ)  of  his  ways  for  his  works  (eprya). 
23,  Before  the  ages  he  established  me,  in  the  be- 
ginning {ip  apxS)  before  he  made  the  earth,"  &c.,  &c. 
In  the  Apocalypse  also  the  Word  is  called  "the  Be- 
ginning {cLpxo)  of  the  creation  of  God,"  and  it  will  be 
remembered  that  Justin  gives  testimony  from  Prov.  viii. 
21  S.  "that  God  begat  before  all  the  creatures  a 
Beginning  (a/>x^^)  ^  certain  rational  Power  (Swa/xtv 
Xoyi^fajv),  out  of  himself,^"  &c.,  &c.,  and  elsewhere :  "As 
the  Logos  has  declared  through  Solomon,  that  also  a 
Beginning  {apx*])  before  all  of  the  created  beings  was 
begotten,"   &c.^     We  need  not,  however,  refer  to  the 

*  Donaldson f  Hist.  Chr.  Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  43. 

«  Dial.  61,  see  vol.  ii.  p.  286.  •  Dial.  62,  see  vol.  ii.  p.  286. 
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numerous  passages  in  Philo  and  in  Justin,  not  derived 
from  the  fourth  Gospel,  which  point  to  a  diflferent  source 
for  Tatian's  doctrine.  It  is  sufficient  that  both  his 
opinions  and  his  terminology  diflFer  distinctly  from 
that  Gospel.^ 

The  next  passage  we  at  once  subjoin  in  contrast  with 
the  parallel  in  the  fourth  Gospel : 


Orat.  ad  Grsoos,  §  xm. 

And  this,  therefore,  is  (the  mean- 
ing of)  the  saying : 

The  darkness  comprehends  not 
the  light. 

Kal  TovTo  toTip  Spa  t6  tlprjfi€Vov' 
*H  (TKoria  rh  <f>S>s  ov  KordkafiPayti, 


John  i.  6. 

And  the  light  shineth  in  the 
darkness; 

and  the  darkness  comprehended 
it  not. 

Kal  TO  <f>&s  iv  1%  o-KOTiq.  (fxilvei,  Koi 
^  (TKoria  avT6  ov  xareXa/Sey. 


The  context  to  this  passage  in  the  Oration  is  as 
follows :  Tatian  is  arguing  about  the  immortality  of 
the  soul,  and  he  states  that  the  soul  is  not  in  itself 
immortal  but  mortal,  but  that  nevertheless  it  is  possible 
for  it  not  to  die.  If  it  do  not  know  the  truth  it  dies,  but 
rises  again  at  the  end  of  the  world,  receiving  eternal 
death  as  a  punishment.  "  Again,  however,  it  does  not 
die,  though  it  be  for  a  time  dissolved,  if  it  has  acquired 
knowledge  of  G^d ;  for  in  itself  it  is  darkness,  and  there  is 
nothing  luminous  in  it,  and  this,  therefore,  is  (the  mean- 
ing of)  the  saying :  The  darkness  comprehends  not  the 

light  For  the  soul  (i/^x't)  ^^^  ^^*  i*^^  ^^^  ^^  ^P^^* 
(TTvcvfta),  but  was  saved  by  it,  and  the  light  com- 
prehended the  darkness.  The  Logos  (Reason)  truly  is 
the  light  of  God,  but  the  ignorant  soul  is  darkness 
('O  Aoyos  ft€v  eoTt  to  tov  ©€oS  <^9,  (tkotos  Be  r/ 
avemoTriiKav    ^jn/xi)*      ^^^    *^^    reason   if   it    remain 


*  We  have  already  mentioned  that  the  Gospel  according  to  Peter  con- 
tained the  doctrine  of  the  Logos. 
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alone  it  tends  downwards  to  matter,  dying  with  the 
flesh/'  Ac,  &;c.^  The  source  of  "  the  saying  "  is  not  men- 
tioned, and  it  is  evident  that  even  if  it  be  taken  to  be  a 
reference  to  the  fourth  Gospel,  nothing  would  thereby  be 
proved  but  the  mere  existence  of  the  GospeL  "  The 
saying,"  however,  is  distinctly  diflFerent  in  language  from 
the  parallel  in  the  Gospel,  and  it  may  be  from  a  different 
Gospel.  We  have  already  remarked  that  Philo  calls  the 
Logos  "the  Light,'' ^  and  quoting  in  a  peculiar  form 
Pa  xxvL  1 :  "  For  the  Lord  is  my  light  (<f>o>s:)  and  my 
Saviour,"  he  goes  on  to  say^that,  as  the  sun  divides  day 
and  night,  so.  Moseys  says,  "  God  divides  light  and  dark- 
ness"   {tOV    0€OV    ^0)9    Koi    OTKOTOS   SuiTCtX^O-at).^       WhCH 

we  turn  away  to  things  of  sense  we  use  "another 
light,"  which  is  in  no  way  different  from  "  darkness.'** 
The  constant  use  of  the  same  similitude  of  Light  and 
darkness,  in  the  Canonical  Epistles,*  shows  how  current 
it  was  in  the  Church  ;  and  nothing  is  more  certain  than 
the  fact  that  it  was  neither  originated  by,  nor  confined 
to,  the  fourth  Gospel. 

The  third  and  last  passage  is  as  follows  : 


ObAT.  ad  GEiBCOS,  XIX. 

We  being  such  as  this,  do  not 
pursue  us  with  hatred,  but,  reject- 
ing the  Demons,  follow  the  one  God. 

All  things  were  by  (vn-*)  him,  and 
without  him  was  not  anything  made. 

TlaPTa  VK  (WTOv^  ttai  xc^pis  airrov 
yryov€v  ovdi  cv. 


John  I.  3. 


AU  things  were  made  by  {di)  him, 
and  without  him  was  not  anything 
made  that  was  made. 

Havra  di  avrov  rycvfro,  Koi  x^^ 
avTov  eyevero  ovdc  Iv  t  yeyovcy. 


^  Orat.  ad  Grsecos,  §  13. 

*  De  Somniis,  i.  §  13,  Mangey,  i.  632 ;  cf.  §§  14  ff.,  De  Mundi  op.  §  9, 
t7».,  i.  7.    See  vol.  ii.  p.  297,  note  2. 

>  De  Somniis,  i.  §  13.  *  75.,  i.  §  14. 

*  11  Cor.  iv.  6;   Ephes.  v.  8—14;   Coloss.  i.  12,  13;  1  Thess.  y.  5;  I 
Tim.  vi.  16 ;  1  Pet.  ii.  9;  cf.  Rev.  xxi.  23,  24  ;  xxii.  6. 
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Tatian  here  speaks  of  God,  and  not  of  the  Logos, 
and  in  this  respect,  as  well  as  language  and  context^ 
the  passage  differs  from  the  fourth  Gospel.  The  phrase 
is  not  introduced  as  a  quotation,  and  no  reference  is 
made  to  any  Gospel  The  purpose  for  which  the  words 
are  used,  again,  rather  points  to  the  first  chapters  of 
Genesis  than  to  the  dogmatic  prologue  enunciating  the 
doctrine  of  the  Logos.*  Under  all  these  circumstances, 
the  source  from  which  the  expression  may  have  been 
derived  cannot  with  certainty  be  ascertained,  and,  as 
in  the  preceding  instance,  even  if  it  be  assumed  that  the 
words  show  acquaintance  with  the  fourth  Gospel, 
nothing  could  be  proved  but  the  mere  existence  of 
the  work  about  a  century  andv  a  half  after  the  events 
which  it  records.  It  is  obvious  that  in  no  case  does 
Tatian  afford  the  slighifest  evidence  of  the  Apostolic 
origin  or  historical  veracity  of  the  fourth  Gospel. 

We  have  generally  discussed  the  testimony  of  Diony- 
sius  of  Corinth,^  Melito  of  Sardis,^  and  Claudius  Apol- 
linaris,*  and  need  not  say  more  here.  The  fragments 
attributed  to  them  neither  mention  nor  quote  the  fourth 
Gospel,  but  in  no  case  could  they  furnish  evidence  to 
authenticate  the  work.  The  same  remarks  apply  to 
Athenagoras.*  Canon  Westcott  only  ventures  to  say, 
that  he  *'  appears  to  allude  to  passages  in  St.  Mark  and 
St.  John,  but  they  are  all  anonymous."*  The  passages 
in  which  he  speaks  of  the  Logos,  which  are  those 
referred  to  here,  are  certainly  not  taken  from  the  fourth 
Gospel,  and  his  doctrine   is   expressed  in  terminology 


»  Of.  1  Cor.  viii.  6 ;  Ephes.  iii.  9 ;  Heb.  i.  2. 

»  Vol.  ii.  p.  163  ff.  •  Ih.,  p.  172  ff.  *  Ih,,  p.  185  ff. 

»  76.,  p.  191  ff.  •On  the  Canon,  p.  103. 

Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


880  SUPEENATUEAL  EEMGION. 

wlich  is  diflFerent  firom  that  of  the  Gospel,  and  is  deeply 
tinged  with  Platonism.*  He  appeals  to  Proverbs  viii.  22, 
already  so  frequently  quoted  by  us,  for  confirmation  by 
the  Prophetic  Spirit  of  his  exposition  of  the  Logos 
doctrine.^  He  nowhere  identifies  the  Logos  with  Jesus  :' 
indeed  he  does  not  once  make  use  of  the  name  of  Christ 
in  his  works.  He  does  not  show  the  slightest  knowledge 
of  the  doctrine  of  salvation  so  constantly  enunciated  in 
the  fourth  Grospel.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  as  we  have 
already  shown,*  that  he  considered  the  Old  Testament  to 
be  the  only  inspired  Holy  Scriptures.  Not  only  does  he 
not  mention  nor  quote  any  of  our  Gospels,  but  the  only 
instance  in  which  he  makes  any  reference  to  sayings  of 
Jesus,  otherwise  than  by  the  indefinite  (fyrjaC :  "  he  says,'' 
is  one  in  which  he  introduces  a  saying  which  is  not 
found  in  our  Gospels  by  the  words :  "  The  Logos  again 
saying  to  us :"  (ttoXw/  tjiiu/  \eyovTo<;  tov  Aoyov),  <S:c.  From 
the  same  source,  which  was  obviously  not  our  Canonical 
Gospels,  we  have,  therefore,  reason  to  conclude  that  Athe- 
nagoras  derived  all  his  knowledge  of  Gospel  history  and 
doctrine.  We  need  scarcely  add  that  this  writer  affords 
no  testimony  whatever  as  to  the  origin  or  character  of 
the  fourth  Gospel. 

It  is  scarcely  worth  while  to  refer  to  the  Epistle  of 
Vienne  and  Lyons,  a  composition  dating  at  the  earliest 
A.D.  177-178,  in  which  no  direct  reference  is  made  to  any 
writing  of  the  New  Testament.*  Acquaintance  with  the 
fourth  Gospel  is  argued  from  the  following  passage : 


>  Cf.  Domer,  Lehre  Pers.  Chriflti,  i.  p.  440  ff. ;    Donaldson,  Hist  Chr. 
Lit.  and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  149  ff. 
'  Leg.  pro  Christ.,  §  10. 

•  DomeTy  ih.,  i.  p.  442;  Donaldson,  ih»,  iii.  p.  154. 

*  Vol.  ii.  p.  199  f.  »  Vol.  ii.  p.  201  ff. 

Digitized  by  VjOOV  IC 


EXTERNAL  EVIDENCE  FOE  THE  FOURTH  GOSPEL.       381 

John  xvi.  2. 


Epistle,  §  rv. 

And  thus  was  fdlfilled  the  saying 
of  our  Lord : 

The  time  shall  come  in  which 
every  one  that  killeth  you  shall 
think  that  he  offereth  a  seryioe 
unto  God. 

'EXcvo-croi  K(Up6g  €v  f  nag  6  diro- 
KTtivas  vyMSy  d6^€i  \arp€i(Uf  irpoir<f>€p€iv 


But  the  hour  cometh  that  every 
one  that  killeth  you  may  think  that 
he  offereth  a  service  unto  God. 

oXX'  tfpxtrtu  &pa  tva  nas  6  arro" 
KTfipas  vfAOs  M(jf  Xorpeiov  irpoa^eptuf 


Now  such  a  passage  cannot  prove  the  use  of  the  fourth 
GospeL  No  source  is  indicated  in  the  Epistle  from  which 
the  saying  of  Jesus,  which  of  course  apologists  assert  to 
be  historical,  was  derived.  It  presents  decided  variations 
from  the  parallel  in  the  fourth  Gospel;  and  in  the 
Synoptics  we  find  sufficient  indications  of  similar  dis- 
courses* to  render  it  very  probable  that  other  Gospels 
may  have  contained  the  passage  quoted  in  the  Epistle. 
In  no  case  could  an  anonjonous  reference  like  this  be  of 
any  weight  as  evidence  for  the  Apostolic  origin  of  the 
fourth  GospeL 

We  need  not  further  discuss  Etolemaeus  and  Heracleon. 
We  have  shown  ^  that  the  date  at  which  these  heretics 
flourished  places  them  beyond  the  limits  within  which 
we  proposed  to  confine  ourselves.  In  regard  to  Ptole- 
maeus  all  that  is  affirmed  is  that,  in  the  Epistle  to  Hora 
ascribed  to  him,  expressions  found  in  John  i.  3  are  used. 
The  passage  as  it  is  given  by  Epiphanius  is  as  follows : 
**  Besides,  that  the  world  was  created  by  the  same,  the 
Apostle  states  (sajdng  all  things  have  been -made  {yeyo- 
vG/ai)  by  him  and  without  him  nothing  was  made)." 
(^'Ert  y€  rriv  rov  Koayiov  Syj/iLovfyyCav  l8Cav  Xeyct  etvcu 
{are  iraina  hi  avrov  yeyovei/ai,,  Kal  x^pW  avrov  yeyovei/ 
ovSh/)  6  dw6aTo\o^y    Now  the  supposed  quotation  is 

»  Matt.  X.  16—22,  xxiv.  9  f. ;  Mark  xiii.  9--13;  Luke  xxi.  12—17. 
*  Vol.  ii.  p.  205  ff.  *  Epiphanius,  Hser.,  zxxiii.  §  3. 
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introduced  here  in  a  parenthesis  interrupting  the  sense, 
and  there  is  every  probability  that  it  was  added  as  an 
illustration  by  Epiphanius^  and  was  not  in  the  Epistle  to 
Flora  at  aU.  Omitting-the  parenthesis,  the  sentence  is  a 
very  palpable  reference  to  the  Apostle  Paul,  and  Coloss. 
L  16.*  In  regard  to  Heracleon,  it  is  asserted  from  the 
unsupported  references  of  Origen*  that  he  wrote  a  com- 
mentary on  the  fourth  Gospel.  Even  if  this  be  a  fact, 
there  is  not  a  single  word  of  it  preserved  by  Origen 
which  in  the  least  degree  bears  upon  the  ApostoUc  origin 
and  trustworthiness  of  the  Gospel.  Neither  of  these 
heresiarchs,  therefore,  is  of  any  value  as  a  witness  for  the 
authenticity  of  the  fourth  Gospel. 

The  heathen  Celsus,  as  we  have  shown,^  wrote  at  a 
period  when  no  evidence  which  he  could  well  give  of  his 
own  could  have  been  of  much  value  in  supporting  our 
Gospels.  He  is  pressed  into  service,*  however,  because 
after  alluding  to  various  circumstances  of  Gospel  history 
he  says  :  "  These  things,  therefore,  being  taken  out  of 
your  own  writings,  we  have  no  need  of  other  testimony, 
for  you  fall  upon  your  own  swords,''  *  and  in  another 
place  he  says  that  certain  Christians  "  have  altered  the 
Gospel  from  its  first  written  form  in  three-fold,  four-fold, 
and  many-fold  ways,  and  have  re-moulded  it  in  order  to 
have  the  means  of  contradicting  the  arguments  (of  oppo- 
nents)." •    This  is  supposed  to  refer  to  the  four  Canonical 


^  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zeugnisse,  p.  8S,  anin.  4. 

^  The  passages  are  quoted  by  Orahe,  Spidl.  Fatr.,  ii.  p.  85  ff. 

»  Vol.  ii.  p.  227  ff. 

*  Of.  TiscJiendorf,  Wann  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  71  ff. ;  Westcott,  On  the 
Canon,  p.  356. 

'  Tavra  fiiv  oZv  vfiiv  cV  t»v  vfierepmv  (rvyypafXfiarciP,  iif}*  oig  ovdmr  SXkov 
fuiprvpos  XpiCo/J^v'  aiirroiyap  iavroU  ir€pinlin'€T€,  Origen,  Contra  Cels.,  ii.  74. 

•  'Qs  fK  fi€$rjs  fJKoyras  th  to  iffttaraiKU  avTois,  ti€Taxap6rr€W  cV  lijs  wpJnris 
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Gospels.  Apart  from  the  fact  that  Origen  replies  to  the 
first  of  these  passages,  that  Celsus  has  brought  forward 
much  concerning  Jesus  which  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  narratives  of  the  Gospels,  it  is  absurd  to  limit  the 
accusation  of  ''  many-fold "  corruption  to  four  Gospels, 
when  it  is  undeniable  that  the  Gospels  and  writings  long 
current  in  the  Church  were  very  numerous.  In  any  case, 
what  could  such  a  statement  as  this  do  towards  establish- 
ing the  Apostolic  origin  and  credibility  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  ? 

We  might  pass  over  the  Canon  of  Muratori  entirely, 
as  being  beyond  the  limit  of  time  to  which  we  confine 
ourselves,*  but  the  unknown  writer  of  the  fragment  gives 
a  legend  with  regard  to  the  composition  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  which  we  may  quote  here,  although  its  obviously 
mythical  character  renders  it  of  no  value  as  evidence 
regarding  the  authorship  of  the  Gospel.  The  writer  says : 

Qaarti  euangeliomm  lohannis  ex  deoipolis 
Cohortantibns  condesoipuliB  et  episoopis  suis 
dixit  oonieiunate  mihi  hodie  triduo  et  quid 
cuique  faerit  reuelatum  alterutrum 
nobifl  ennarremus  eadem  nocte  reue 
latum  AndresB  ex  apostoHs  ut  recognis 
centibus  ountis  lohannis  suo  nomine 
cuncta  describeret  et  ideo  (^)  licit  uana  sin 
culis  euangeliomm  libris  prindpia 
doceantur  nihil  tamen  dififert  creden 
tium  fidei  cum  uno  ac  principali  spiiitu  de 
clarata  sint  in  omnibus  omnia  do  natiui 
tate  de  passione  de  resuirectione 
de  oonuersatione  cum  decipulis  suis 

ypail>rjf  TO  cvoyycXiov  Tpixrj  Ka\  rerpaxri  Koi  iroXKa)^,  Ka\  nerafirKarrttv,  Iv  txouv 
vpos  TOW  cXry^ovy  dpv€'ia'6cu»     Contra  Cels.,  il.  27. 

»  Vol.  ii.  p.  244  ff. 

'  It  is  admitted  that  the  whole  passage  from  this  point  to  **  futurum 
est"  is  abrupt  and  without  connection  with  the  context,  as  weU  as  most 
confused.  Cf.  Tregettes,  Can.  Murat.,  p.  36 ;  Donaldson^  Hist.  Chr.  Lit. 
and  Doctr.,  iii.  p.  205. 
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ac  de  gemino  eius  aduenta 

primo  in  humilitate  dispectus  quod  fo    •    •    • 

•u  (')  secandiun  potestate  regali    •    .     •    pre 

clarum  quod  fotumm  est  (')  quid  ergo 

miroxn  d  lobannee  taia  oonstanter 

sinoula  etiam  in  epistulis  suis  proferat 

dicens  in  8emeix>su  qu»  uidimus  oculis 

nostris  et  auribus  audiuimus  et  manus 

nostrsB  palpauenmt  hsBO  soripsimuB  nobis 

sic  enim  non  solum  uisurem  sed  et  auditorem 

sed  et  scriptorem  omnium  mirabilium  domini  per  ordi 

nem  piofetetur 

"  The  fourth  of  the  Gospels,  of  John,  one  of  the  disciples. 
To  his  fellow  disciples  and  bishops  (Episcopis)  urging 
him  he  said :  *  Fast  with  me  to-day  for  three  days,  and 
let  us  relate  to  each  other  that  which  shall  be  revealed 
to  each/  On  the  same  night  it  was  revealed  to  Andrew, 
one  of  the  Apostles,  that,  with  the  supervision  of  all, 
John  should  relate  all  things  in  his  own  name.  And, 
therefore,  though  various  principles  (principia)  are  taught 
by  each  book  of  the  Gk)spels,  nothing  nevertheless  diflfers 
in  the  faith  of  believers,  for,  in  all,  aU  things  are  declared 
by  one  ruling  Spirit  concerning  the  nativity,  concemiug 
the  passion,  concerning  the  resurrection,  concerning  the 
intercourse  with  the  disciples,  and  concerning  his  double 
advent ;  the  first  in  despised  humility  which  has  taken 
place,  the  second  in  regal  power  and  splendour,  which  is 
still  future.  What  wonder,  therefore,  if  John  should  so 
constantly  bring  forward  each  thing  (singula)  also  in  his 

1  Oredner  reads  here  '*  quod  ratum  est."  Zur  Qesch.  d.  Ean.,  p.  74. 
Dr.  Weetoott  reads :  "  quod  fait."    On  the  Oanon,  p.  478. 

*  Dr.  Tregelles  calls  attention  to  the  resemblance  of  this  passage  to  one 
of  Tertullian  (Apol.  $  21).  **  Duobus  enim  adyentibus  eius  significatis, 
primo,  qui  iam  expunctus  est  in  humilitate  oonditionis  humansB ;  seeundo, 
qui  condudendo  seculo  imminet  in  sublimitate  diyinitatis  exsert®:  primum 
non  intelligendo,  secundum,  quem  manifestius  prsedicatum  sperant  unum 
ezistimayerunt."  Can.  Murat.,  p.  36.  This  is  another  reason  for  dating 
the  fragment  in  the  third  century. 
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Epistles,  saying  in  regard  to  himself:  The  things  which 
we  have  seen  with  our  eyes,  and  have  heard  with  •  our 
ears,  and  our  hands  have  handled,  these  things  have  we 
written  unto  you.  For  thus  he  professes  himself  not 
only  an  eye-witness  and  hearer,  but  also  a  writer  of  all 
the  wonders  of  the  Lord  in  order." 

It  is  obvious  that  in  this  passage  we  have  an  apologetic 
defence  of  the  fourth  Gospel,*  which  necessarily  implies 
antecedent  denial  of  its  authority  and  apostolic  origin. 
The  writer  not  only  ascribes  it  to  John,  but  he  clothes  it 
with  the  united  authority  of  the  rest  of  the  Apostles,  in 
a  manner  which  very  possibly  aims  at  explaining  the  sup- 
plementary chapter  xxL,  with  its  testimony  to  the  truth 
of  the  preceding  narrative.  In  his  zeal  the  writer  goes 
so  far  as  to  falsify  a  passage  of  the  Epistle,  and  convert 
it  into  a  declaration  that  the  author  of  the  letter  had 
written  the  Gospel.  "  '  The  things  which  we  have  seen, 
&c.,  these  things  have  we  written  unto  you '  (haec  scripsi- 
mus  vobis).^  For  thus  he  professes  himself  not  only  an 
eye-witness  and  hearer,  but  also  a  writer  of  all  the  wonders 
of  the  Lord  in  order.''  Credner  argues  that  in  speaking  . 
of  John  as  "  one  of  the  disciples  "  (ex  discipulis),  and  of 
Andrew  as  "  one  of  the  Apostles,"  the  writer  intends  to 
distinguish  between  John  the  disciple,  who  wrote  the 
Gospel  and  Epistle,  and  John  the  Apostle,  who  wrote  the 
Apocalypse,  as  was  done  by  Papias  and  Eusebius,^  and 
that  it  was  for  this  reason  that  he  sought  to  dignify  him 
by  a  special  revelation,  through  the  Apostle  Andrew, 
selecting  him  to  write  the  Gospel.     Credner,  therefore, 

^  Credner y  Gbsch.  N.  T.  Kanon,  p.  158  f.  und  Volhnar,  AnbaDg,  p.  360 ; 
Ber  XJrsprung,  p.  28 ;  Scholten,  Die  alt.  Zleiignisse,  p.  150  f. ;  Davidson, 
Introd.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  402;  Hilgenfeld,  Der  Kanon,  pp.  41,  43;  Lomann, 
Bijdragen,  p.  66  flf. 

*  1  John  i.  1—3.  •  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iii.  39. 

VO^-   "•  Digitized  by  ^^^DOglC 


386  SUPEENATUEAL  BELIGION. 

concludes  that  here  we  have  an   ancient  ecclesiastical 
tradition  ascribing  the  Gospel  and  first  Epistle  to  one  of 
the  disciples  of  Jesus  different  from  the  Apostle  John.^ 
Into  this,  however,  we  need  not  enter,  nor  is  it  necessary 
for  us  to  demonstrate  the  mythical  nature  of  this  nar- 
rative regarding  the   origin  of  the  Gospel     We  have 
merely  given  this  extract  from  the  fragment  to  make  our 
statement  regarding  it  complete.     Not  only  is  the  evi- 
dence of  the  fragment  of  no  value,  from  the  lateness  of 
its  date,  and  the  uncritical  character  of  its  author,  but 
a  vague  and  fabulous  tradition  recorded  by  an  unknown 
writer  could  not,  in  any  case,  furnish  testimony  calculated 
to  establish  the  Apostolic  origin  and  trustworthiness  of 
the  fourth  Gospel 

1  Crtdnei\  Gtisoh.  N.  T.  Kan.,  p.  158  ff. ;  Theol.  Jalirb.,  1867,  p.  301. 
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CHAPTER  IL 

AUTHOESHIP  AND   CHAEACTEE  OP  THE   POUETH   GOSPEL. 

The  result  of  our  inquiry  into  the  evidence  for  the 
fourth  Gospel  is  sufficiently  decided   to  render  further 
examination  unnecessary.     We  have  seen  that  for  some 
century  and  a  half,  after  the  events  recorded  in  the  work, 
there  is  not  only  no  testimony  whatever  connecting  the 
fourth  Gospel  with  the  Apostle  John,  but  no  certain  trace 
even  of  the  existence  of  the  Gospel     There  has  not  been 
the  slightest  evidence  in  any  of  the  writings  of  the 
Fathers  which  we  have  examined  even  of  a  tradition 
that  the  Apostle  John  had  composed  any  evangelical 
work  at  all,  and  the  claim  advanced  in  favour  of  the 
Christian  miracles  to  contemporaneous  evidence  of  extra- 
ordinary force  and  veracity  by  undoubted  eye-witnesses 
so  completely  falls  to  the  ground,  that  we  might  here 
well  bring  this  part  of  our  inquiry  to  a  close.     There  are, 
however,  so  many  peculiar  circumstances  connected  with 
the  fourth  Gospel,  both  in  regard  to  its  authorship  and 
to  its  relationship  to  the  three  Synoptics,  which  invite 
further  attention,  that  we  propose  briefly  to  review  some 
of  them.     We  must,  however,  carefully  restrict  ourselves 
to  the  limits  of  our  inquiry,  and  resist  any  temptation  to 
enter  upon '  an    exhaustive  discussion  of  the   problem 
presented  by  the   fourth  Gospel  from  a  more  general 
literary  point  of  view. 
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The  endeavour  to  obtain  some  positive,  or  at  least 
negative,  information  regarding  the  author  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  is  facilitated  by  the  fact  that  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment Canon  several  other  works  are   ascribed  to  him. 
These  works  present  such  marked  and  distinct  charac-. 
teristics  that,  apart  from  the  fact  that  their  number 
extends  the  range  of  evidence,  they  afford  an  unusual 
opportunity  of  testing  the  tradition  which  assigns  them 
all  to  the  Apostle  John,  by  comparing  the  clear  indica- 
tions which   they   give   of  the   idiosyncrasies  of  their 
author  with  the   independent  data  which   we  possess 
regarding  the  history  and  character  of  the  Apostle.     It 
is  asserted  by  the  Church  that  John  the  son  of  Zebedee, 
one  of  the  disciples  of  Jesus,  is  the  composer  of  no  less 
than  five  of  our   canonical  writings,  and  it  would  be 
impossible  to  select  any  books  of  our  New  Testament 
presenting  more   distinct  features,  or  more  widely  di- 
vergent views,  than  are  to  be  found  in  the  Apocalypse 
on  the  one  hand,  and  the  Gospel  and  three  Epistles  on 
the  other.  Whilst  a  strong  family  likeness  exists  between 
the   Epistles  and  the   Gospel,  and  they   exhibit  close 
analogies  both  in  thought  and  language,  the  Apocalj^se, 
on  the  contrary,  is  so  different  from  them  in  language,  in 
style,  in  religious  views   and    terminology,   that  it   is 
impossible  to  believe  that  the  writer  of  the  one  could  be 
the  author  of  the  other.     The  translators  of  our  New 
Testament  have  laboured,  and  not  in  vain,  to  eliminate 
as  far  as  possible  all  individuality  of  style  and  language, 
and  to  reduce  the  various  books  of  which  it  is  composed 
to  one  uniform  smoothness  of  composition.     It  is,  there- 
fore, impossible  for  the  mere  English  reader  to  appreciate 
the  immense  difference  which  exists  between  the  harsh 
and  Hebraistic  Greek  of  the  Apocalypse  and  the  polished 
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elegance  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  it  is  to  be  feared  that 
the  rarity  of  critical  study  has  prevented  any  general 
recognition  of  the  almost  equally  striking  contnist  of 
thought  between  the  two  works.  The  very  remarkable 
peculiarities  which  distinguish  the  Apocalypse  and  Gospel 
of  John,  however,  were  very  early  appreciated,  and 
almost  the  first  application  of  critical  judgment  to  the 
Canonical  books  of  the  New  Testament  is  the  argument 
of  Dionysiufe  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  about  the  middle  of 
the  third  century,  that  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel 
could  not  be  the  writer  of  the  Book  of  Revelation.*  The 
dogmatic  predilections  which  at  that  time  had  begun  to 
turn  against  the  Apocalypse,  the  non-fulfilment  of  the 
prophecies  of  which  disappointed  and  puzzled  the  early 
Church,  led  Dionysius  to  solve  the  difficulty  by  deciding 
in  favour  of  the  authenticity  of  the  Gospel,  but  at  least 
he  recognized  the  dilemma  which  has  since  occupied  so 
much  of  biblical  criticism. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  upon  any  exhaustive 
analysis  of  the  Apocalypse  and  Gospel  to  demonstrate 
anew  that  both  works  cannot  have  emanated  from  the 
same  mind.  This  has  already  been  conclusively  done  by 
others.  Some  apologetic  writers, — greatly  influenced, 
no  doubt,  by  the  express  declaration  of  the  Church,  and 
satisfied  by  the  analogies  which  could  scarcely  fail  to 
exist  between  two  works  dealing  with  a  similar  theme, — 
together  with  a  very  few  independent  critics,  have  asserted 
the  authenticity  of  both  works.*    The  great  majority  of 

»  Euseliut,  H.  E.,  vii.  25. 

«  Alford,  Greek  Testament,  1868,  iv.  pp.  198  ff.,  229;  Bertholdt,  Einl. 
A.  u.  N.  T.,  iy.  p.  1800  flP. ;  cf.  iii.  p.  1299  ff. ;  Ehrard,  Die  evang.  Gesch., 
p.  868  ff. ;  Das  evang.  Johannis,  1845,  p.  137  ff. ;  Eichhom,  Einl.  N.  T., 
ii.  p.  375  ff.,  cf.  p.  223  ff. ;  Feilmoaer,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  569  ff.,  cf.  p.  199  ff. ; 
Ha$e,  Die  Tiib.  Schule,  1855,  p.  25  ff. ;   Huyy  Eiul.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  496 ff.,  cf.„ 
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critics,  however,  have  fully  admitted  the  impossibility  of 
recognizing  a  common  somrce  for  the  fourth  Grospel  and 
the  Apocalypse  of  John.*  The  critical  question  regarding 
the  two  works  has,  in  fact,  reduced  itself  to  the  dilemma 
which  may  be  expressed  as  follows,  in  the  words  of 
Liicke :  "  Either  the  Gospel  and  the  first  Epistle  are 
genuine  writings  of  the  Apostle  John,  and  in  that  case 
the  Apocalypse  is  no  genuine  work  of  that  Apostle,  or 
the  inverse."^  After  an  elaborate  comparison  of  the 
two  writings,  the  same  writer,  who  certainly  will 
not  be  suspected  of  wilfully  subversive  criticism,  re- 
sumes :  "  The  difierence  between  the  language,  way 
of  expression,  and  mode  of  thought  and  doctrine  of  the 
Apocalypse  and  the  rest  of  the  Johannine  writings,  is  so 

p.  160  flf.;  Lechlety  Das  ap.  tu  nachap.  Zeit.,  p.  195  ff.;  Niemeyer^Yer' 
handl.  oyerde  eohtheid  der  Johann.  Schr.,  1852;  Reithmayry  Einl.  N.  T., 
p.  774  flP.;  Thiersch^  Die  Kirohe  im.  ap.  Zeit.,  pp.  245  f.,  267—274; 
Tholuck,  Glaubw.  evang.  Geech.,  p.  280  ff.,  &c.,  &c. 

*  Bau/r,  Unters.  kan.  Ev.,  p.  345  ff. ;  K.  G.  drei  erst.  Jahrh.,  1863,  p. 
146  ff. ;  Bleek,  BeitrSge,  p.  190—200 ;  BreUchneider,  Probabilia,  p.  150  ff. ; 
Credner,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  pp.  724  ff.,  732  ff. ;  Davidson,  Intxod.  N.  T.,  i. 
p.  313  ff. ;  ii.  p.  441 ;  Dionysxus,  in  Euseh.,  H.  E.,  vii.  24,  25;  Erasmus, 
Annot.  in  Apoc.  Johannis  N.  Test.,  p.  625;  Ewald,  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss., 
V.  1852—3,  p.  179  ff. ;  x.  1859—60,  p.  85  f. ;  Die  Job.  Schr.,  ii.  p.  59  ff: ; 
Com.  in  Apoc.  Job.,  1828,  p.  67  ff. ;  Evanson^  Diissonance  of  tbe  four 
generally  received  Evangelists,  1792;  Hilgen/eld,  Die  Evangelien, 
p.  338  ff. ;  Hitzig,  Ueber  Johannes  Marcus  u.  s.  Schriften,  1843;  Kayaer, 
Rev.  de  Th§ol.,  1856,  xiii.  p.  80  ff. ;  Kdstlin,  Lehrb.,  Ev.  u.  Br.  Job., 
p.  1  ff. ;  Liicke,  Einl.  Offenb.  Job.,  ii.  pp.  659  ff.,  680  ff.,  744  ff. ; 
Michadis,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  1636;  Nicholas,  Et.  Or.  sur  la  Bible  N.  T., 
p.  183  ff. ;  Benan,  L'Antecbrist,  1873,  p.  xxv.;  Beuss,  G^esch.  N.  T., 
p.  152  f. ;  Bhnllc,  Eev.  de  Tb^L,  1854,  ix.  pp.  332  ff.,  354  ff.,  1855,  x. 
p.  1  ff. ;  Bev.  des  deux  Mondes,  Octr.,  1863,  p.  633  ff. ;  cf .  La  Vie  de 
J^sus  de  M.  Benan,  1864,  p.  42,  note  1 ;  Scholten,  Das  Ev.  Job.,  p.  401  ff. ; 
Schnitzer,  Tbeol.  Jabrb.,  1842,  p.  451  ff. ;  Schleiermacher,  Einl.  N.  T., 
pp.  317,  449  ff.,  466  ff. ;  Schwegler,  Das  nacbap.  Zeit.,  ii.  p.  372  £ ; 
Tayler,  Tbe  Fourth  Gospel,  1867,  p.  14 ;  De  WeUe,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  422; 
Weizadcker,  Unters.  evang.  Gescb.,  p.  237,  p.  295;  ZeUer,  TbeoL  Jabrb., 
1845,  p.  654  f.,  &o.,  &c. 

^  Eiul.  Offenb.  Johannes,  ii.  p.  504. 
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comprehensive  and  intense,  so  individual,  and  even  so 
radical ;  the  afl&nity  and  agreement,  on  the  contrary, 
either  so  general,  or  in  details  so  fragmentary  and 
uncertain  (zuriickweichend),  that  the  Apostle  John,  if 
he  really  is  the  author  of  the  Gospel  and  of  the  Epistle 
— which  we  here  advance — cannot  have  composed  the 
Apocalypse  either  before  or  after  the  Gospel  and  the 
Epistle.  If  all  critical  experience  and  rules  in  such 
literary  questions  do  not  deceive,  it  is  certain  that  the 
Evangelist  and  Apocalyptist  are  two  different  persons  of 
the  name  of  John,''  *  &c. 

De  Wette,  another  conservative  critic,  speaks  with 
equal  decision.  After  an  able  comparison  of  the  two 
works,  he  says  :  "  From  all  this  it  follows  (and  in  New 
Testament  criticism  no  result  is  more  certain  than  this), 
that  the  Apostle  John,  if  he  be  the  author  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  and  of  the  Johannine  Epistles,  did  not  write 
the  Apocalypse,  or,  if  the  Apocalypse  be  his  work,  he  is 
not  the  author  of  the  other  writings.''  ^  Ewald  is  equally 
positive  :  "  Above  aJl,"  he  says,  "  should  we  be  in  error 
as  to  the  descent  of  this  work  (the  Gospel)  from  the 
Apostle,  if  the  Apocalypse  of  the  New  Testament  were 
by  him.  That  this  much  earlier  writing  cannot  have  been 
composed  by  the  author  of  the  later  is  an  axiom  which 
I  consider  I  have  already,  in  1826-28,  so  convincingly 
demonstrated,  that  it  would  be  superfluous  now  to  return 
to  it,  especially  as,  since  then,  aU  men  capable  of  forming 
a  judgment  are  of  the  same  opinion,  and  what  has  been, 
brought  forward  by  a  few  writers  against  it  too  clearly 
depends  upon — influences  foreign  to  science."  *  We  may, 
therefore,  consider  the   point  generally  admitted,  and 

»  EinL  Oflfenb.  Job.,  ii.  p.  744  f.  »  Einl.  N.  T.,  §  189  e.,  p.  422. 

»  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wifls.,  v.  p.  179. 
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proceed  very  briefly  to  discuss  the  question  upon  this 
basis. 

The  external  evidence  that  the  Apostle  John  wrote  the 
Apocalypse  is  more  ancient  than  that  for  the  authorship 
of  any  book  of  the  New  Testament,  excepting  some  of 
the  Epistles  of  Paul.  This  is  admitted  even  by  critics 
who  ultimately  deny  the  authenticity  of  the  work.^ 
Passing  over  the  very  probable  statement  of  Andrew  of 
Caesarea,  *that  Papias  recognized  the  Apocalypse  as  an 
inspired  work,  and  the  inference  drawn  from  this  fact 
that  he  referred  it  to  the  Apostle,  we  at  once  proceed  to 
Justin  Martyr,  who  affirms  in  the  clearest  and  most 
positive  manner  the  Apostolic  origin  of  the  work.  He 
speaks  to  Tryphon  of  "  a  certain  man  whose  name  was 
John,  one  of  the  Apostles  of  Christ,  who  prophesied  by  a 
revelation  made  to  him,''  of  the  Millennium,  and  subse- 
quent general  resurrection  and  judgment'  The  state- 
ment of  Justin  is  all  the  more  important  from  the  fact 
that  he  does  not  name  any  other  writing  of  the  New 
Testament,  and  that  the  Old  Testament  was  still  for  him 
the  only  Holy  Scripture.  The  genuineness  of  this  testi- 
mony is  not  called  in  question  by  any  one.  Eusebius 
states  that  Melito  of  Sardis  wrote  a  work  on  the  Apo- 


>  Credner,  Gesch.  N.  T.  Kan.,  pp.  97,  180 ;  Baur,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1844, 
p.  660 ;  Ebrard;  Die  evang.  Gesch.,  p.  854  f. ;  Davidson,  Int.  N.  T.,  i.  p. 
318 ;  Hilgmfdd,  Die  Evangelieu,  p.  339  f. ;  Lechler,  Das  ap.  u.  nacliap. 
Zeit.,  p.  197  f. ;  Schwegler,  Das  nachap.  Zeit.,  ii.  p.  249;  Feilmoser,  Einl. 
N.  T.,  p.  578  ;  LUcke,  Einl.  Oflfenb.  Joh.,  ii.  p.  657  ;  ESviUe,  Bev.  des  deux 
Mondes,  Oct.  1863,  p.  632;  Kayser,  Eey.  de  Th6ol.,  1856,  xiii.  p.  80  f., 
&c.,  &c. 

^  It  is  generally  asserted  both  by  Apologists  and  others  that  this  testi- 
mony is  valid  in  fayour  of  the  recognition  by  Papias  of  the  authentidt 
of  the  Apocalypse. 

»  Dial.  81  ;  cf.  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iy.  18  :  Kal  enttJbri  mi  trap'  ^fiiv  dvrip  tw,  ^ 
Olefin  'lomvi^f,  €ls  tS>p  oTroaroXmv  row  Xpiarov,  iv   diroKokir^i  y€POfJi€Pu  atrr^ 
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calypse  of  John,^  and  Jerome  mentions  the  treatise.* 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  had  Melito  thrown  the 
slightest  doubt  on  the  Apostolic  origin  of  the  Apocxilypse, 
Eusebius,  whose  dogmatic  views  led  him  to  depreciate 
that  writing,  would  have  referred  to  the  fact.  Eusebius 
also  mentions  that  Apollonius,  a  Presbyter  of  Ephesus, 
quoted  the  Apocalypse  against  the  Montanists,  and 
there  is  reason  to  suppose  that  he  did  so  as  an  Apos- 
tolic work'  Eusebius  further  states  that  Theophilus  of 
Antioch  made  use  of  testimony  from  the  Apocalypse  of 
John ;  *  but  although,  as  Eusebius  does  not  mention  any- 
thing to  the  contrary,  it  is  probable  that  Theophilus 
really  recognized  the  book  to  be  by  John  the  Apostle, 
the  uncritical  haste  of  Eusebius  renders  his  vague  state- 
ment of  little  value.  We  do  not  think  it  worth  while  to 
quote  the  evidence  of  later  writers.  Although  Irenaeus, 
who  repeatedly  assigns  the  Apocalypse  to  John,  the 
disciple  of  the  Lord,®  is  cited  by  Apologists  as  a  very 
important  witness,  more  especially  from  his  intercourse 
with  Polycarp,  we  do  not  attribute  any  value  to  his  tes- 
timony, both  from  the  late  date  at  which  he  wrote,  and 
from  the  singularly  uncritical  and  credulous  character 
of  his  mind.  Although  he  appeals  to  the  testimony  of 
those  "  who  saw  John  face  to  face ''  with  regard  to  tho 
number  of  the  name  of  the  Beast,  his  own  utter  ignorance 
of  the  interpretation  shows  how  little  information  he  can 
have  derived  from  Polycarp.*  The  same  remarks  apply 
still  more  strongly  to  Tertullian,  who,  however,  most  un- 
hesitatingly assigns  the  Apocaljrpse  to  the  Apostle  John.^ 

'  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  iv.  26.  "  De  Vir.  m.,  24. 

«  Eusebius,  H.  E.,  T.  18.  *  lb,,  H.  E.,  iy.  24. 

»  AdT.  Hser.,  iy.  20,  §  11,  21,  §  3,  30,  §  4,  &o.,  &c 

•  lb,,  V.  30. 

'  Ady.  Marc,  iii.  14,  24,  &c.,  &c.  ^  . 
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It  would  be  useless  more  particularly  to  refer  to  later 
evidence,  however,  or  quote  even  the  decided  testi- 
mony in  its  favour  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,*  or 
Origen.^ 

The  first  doubt  cast  upon  the  authenticity  of  the  Apo- 
calypse occurs  in  the  argument  of  Dionysius  of  Alex- 
andria, one  of  the  disciples  of  Origen,  in  the  middle  of 
the  third  century.  He  mentions  that  some  had  objected 
to  the  whole  work  as  without  sense  or  reason,  and  as 
displaying  such  dense  ignorance,  that  it  was  impossible 
that  an  apostle  or  even  one  in  the  Church,  could  have 
written  it,  and  they  assigned  it  to  Cerinthus,  who  held  the 
doctrine  of  the  reign  of  Christ  on  earth.*  These  objec- 
tions, it  is  obvious,  are  merely  dogmatic,  and  do  not  affect 
to  be  hi8tx)rical.  They  are  in  fact  a  good  illustration  of  the 
method  by  which  the  Canon  was  formed.  If  the  doctrine 
of  any  writing  met  with  the  approval  of  the  early  Church  it 
was  accepted  with  unhesitating  faith,  and  its  pretension 
to  Apostolic  origin  was  admitted  as  a  natural  consequence; 
but  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  doctrine  of  the  writing 
was  not  clearly  that  of  the  community,  it  was  rejected 
without  further  examination.  It  is  an  undeniable  fact 
that  not  a  single  trace  exists  of  the  application  of  his- 
torical criticism  to  any  book  of  the  New  Testament  in 
the  early  ages  of  Christianity.  The  case  of  the  Apo- 
calypse is  most  intelligible  : — so  long  as  the  expectation 
and  hope  of  a  second  advent  and  of  a  personal  reign  of 
the  risen  and  glorified  Christ,  of  the  prevalence  of  which 
we  have  abundant  testimony  in  the  Pauline  Epistles  and 
other  early  works,  continued  to  animate  the  Church,  the 

»  Stromata,  vi.  13,  §§  106,  141. 

'  Eu8€hiu8,  H.  E.,  vi.  25,  in  Joann.  0pp.  iv.  p.  17. 

»  Euaebiua,  H.  E.,  yii.  24. 
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Apocaljrpse  which  excited  and  fostered  them  was  a 
popular  volume :  but  as  years  passed  away  and  the 
general  longing  of  Christians,  eagerly  marking  the  signs 
of  the  times,  was  again  and  again  disappointed,  and  the 
hope  of  a  Millennium  began  either  to  be  abandoned  or 
indefinitely  postponed,  the  Apocalypse  proportionately 
lost  favour,  or  was  regarded  as  an  incomprehensible  book, 
misleading  the  world  by  illusory  promises.  Its  history 
is  that  of  a  highly  dogmatic  treatise  esteemed  or  con- 
temned in  proportion  to  the  ebb  and  flow  of  opinion 
regarding  the  doctrines  which  it  expresses. 

The  objections  of  Dionysius,  arising  first  from  dogmatic 
grounds  and  his  inability  to  understand  the  Apocalyptic 
utterances  of  the  book,  took  the  shape  we  have  mentioned 
of  a  critical  dilemma  : — The  author  of  the  Gospel  could 
not  at  the  same  time  be  the  author  of  the  Apocal3rp8e. 
Dogmatic  predilection  decided  the  question  in  favour  of 
the  fourth  Gospel,  and  the  reasoning  by  which  that 
decision  is  arrived  at  has,  therefore,  no  critical  force 
or  value.  The  fact  still  remains  that  Justin  Martyr 
distinctly  refers  to  the  Apocalypse  as  the  work  of  the 
Apostle  John  and,  as  we  have  seen,  no  similar  testimony 
exists  in  support  of  the  claims  of  the  fourth  Gospel 

As  another  most  important  point,  we  may  mention 
that  there  is  probably  not  another  work  of  the  New  Tes- 
tament the  precise  date  of  the  composition  of  which, 
within  a  very  few  weeks,  can  so  positively  be  affirmed. 
No  result  of  criticism  rests  upon  a  more  secure  basis  and 
is  now  more  universally  accepted  by  all  competent  critics 
than  the  fact  that  the  Apocalypse  was  written  in  A.D. 
68-69.*     The  writer  distinctly  and  repeatedly  mentions 

»  Credner,  Binl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  705  ff. ;  Ihmld,  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  v. 
p.  181  ff. ;  Gesch.  Y.  Isr.,  yii.  p.  227 ;  Comment,  in  Apoc.  Job.,  1828, 
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his  name :  i.  1,  *'  The  revelation  of  Jesus  Christ  .  .  •  . 
unto  his  servant  John ;  *'  *  i.  4,  "  John  to  the  seven 
churches  which  are  in  Asia/'^  and  he  states  that  the  work 
was  written  in  the  island  of  Patmos  where  he  was  "  on 
account  of  the  Word  of  God  and  the  testimony  of  Jesus."  * 
Ewald,  who  decides  in  the  most  arbitrary  manner  against 
the  authenticity  of  the  Apocalypse  and  in  favour  of  the 
Johannine  authorship  of  the  Gospel,  objects  that  the 
author,  although  he  certainly  calls  himself  John,  does 
not  assume  to  be  an  Apostle,  but  merely  terms  himself 
the  servant  (SovXo?)  of  Christ  like  other  true  Christians, 
and  distinctly  classes  himself  amongst  the  Prophets  *  and 
not  amongst  the  Apostles.*  We  find,  however,  that  Paul, 
who  was  not  apt  to  waive  his  claims  to  the  Apostolate, 
was  content  to  call  himself :  ^'  Paul  a  servant  (SovXos)  of 
Jesus  Christ,  called  to  be  an  Apostie,"  in  writing  to  the 
Romans ;  (i.  1)  and  the  superscription  of  the  Epistle  to 
the  Philippians  is :  "  Paul  and  Timothy  servants  (SoOXot) 
of  Christ  Jesus."  ^  There  was,  moreover,  reason  why  the 
author  of  the  Book  of  Revelation,  a  work  the  form  of 
which  was  decidedly  based  upon  that  of  Daniel  and 
other  Jewish  Apocalyptic  writings,  should  rather  adopt 

Die  Joh.  Schr.,  ii.  p.  62;  Guericke,  Q^sammtgesch.,  p.  171,  p.  522  f.; 
Volkmar,  Comment,  zur  Offenb.  Joh.,  1862,  p.  7  ff. ;  Die  Beligion  Jesu, 
p.  148;  ffilgen/ddy  Die  Evangelien,  p.  338;  Davidson,  Int.  N.  T.,  i, 
p.  347  ff. ;  Lfitzelberger,  Die  kirchl.  Trad.  Joh.,  p.  234 ;  Benan,  Vie  de 
J^us  xiii"«.  ed.  p.  Ixxi.  f. ;  L'Antedmst,  p.  340  ff. ;  BSville,  Eev.  des 
deux  Mondee,  Oct.  1863,  p.  623 ;  Eev.  de  Th^l.,  1855,  x.  p.  4 ;  Scholtm, 
Das  Ev.  Job.,  p.  401 ;  Kayser,  Eev.  de  Thiol.,  1856.  3dii.  p.  80. 
'  *ArroK6Xvyjris  *lfja'ov  Xpiarov rf  dovX^  avrov  *Iwapyif, 

*  ^loHhnnfs  raU  iirrh  iKKXija-iais  rais  iv  ry  'Atriq.     Of.  i.  9 ;  xxii.  8. 

*  i.  9,  Sia  rhv  \6yoy  rov  Otov  icai  ttjv  fuifrrvpicaf  *lf]<rov  .  .  . 

*  Cf.  i.  1—3,  9  f. ;  xix.  9  f. ;  xxii.  6—9,  10,  16  f.,  18  f. 

»  Ewald,  Die  Joh.  Schr.,  ii.  p.  55  ff. ;  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  v.  p.  179  ff. 

*  We  do  not  refer  to  the  opening  of  the  Epistle  to  Titus,  nor  to  that 
'which  commences,  **  James  a  servant  (dovKos)  of  God,"  &c.,  nor  to  the 
«o-called  **  Epistle  of  Jude,"  all  being  too  much  disputed  or  apocryphaL 
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the  character  of  Prophet  than  the  less  suitable  designa- 
tion of  Apostle  upon  such  an  occasion.  It  is  clear  that 
he  counted  fully  upon  being  generally  known  under  the 
simple  designation  of  "  John"  and  when  we  consider  the 
unraistakeable  terms  of  authority  with  which  he  addresses 
the  Seven  Churches,  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  deny  that 
the  writer  either  was  the  Apostle,  or  distinctly  desired 
to  assume  his  personality.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us 
here  to  enter  into  any  discussion  regarding  the  "  Presb}i:er 
John,"  for  it  is  generally  admitted  that  even  he  could 
not  have  had  at  that  time  any  position  in  Asia  Minor 
which  could  have  warranted  such  a  tone.  If  the  name 
of  Apostle,  therefore,  be  not  directly  assumed — and  it 
was  not  necessary  to  assume  it — ^the  authority  of  one  is 
undeniably  inferred. 

Ewald,  however,  argues :  "  On  the  contrary,  indeed, 
the  author  could  not  more  clearly  express  that  he  is  not 
one  of  the  Twelve,  than  when  he  imagines  (Apoc.  xxi.  14) 
the  names  of  the  *  twelve  apostles  of  the  Lamb '  shining 
upon  the  twelve  foundation  stones  of  the  wall  of  the  future 
heavenly  Jerusalem.  He  considered  that  he  could  not 
sufficiently  elevate  the  names  and  the  lustre  of  these 
Twelve,  and  he  gave  them  in  his  own  mind  the  highest 
external  honour  which  he  could  confer  upon  them.  No 
intelligent  person  ever  gives  such  extreme  honour  and 
such  sparkling  lustre  to  himself,  still  less  does  he  determine 
himself  to  give  them,  or  himself  actually  anticipates  the 
eternal  glorification  which  God  alone  can  give  to  him, 
and  boasts  of  it  before  men.  And  could  one  seriously 
believe  that  one  of  the  Twelve,  yea,  that  even  he  whom 
we  know  as  the  most  delicate  and  fine  minded  amongst 
them,   could  have  written   this  of  himself?"*     Now, 

1  In  making  these  translations  from  Oerman  writers,  and  more  especi- 
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in  the  first  place,  we  must  remark  that  in  this  dis- 
cussion it  is  quite  absurd  to  speak  of  our  knowing  John 
the  Apostle  as  distinguished  above  all  the  rest  of  the 
Twelve  for  such  qualities.  Nowhere  do  we  find  such  a 
representation  of  him  except  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  if 
even  there,  but,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  rather  the 
contrary,  and  the  fourth  Grospel  cannot  here  be  received 
as  evidence.  It  is  the  misfortune  of  this  whole  problem 
that  many  critics  are  so  fascinated  by  the  beauty  of  the 
fourth  Gospel  that  they  sacrifice  sense  and  reason  in 
order  to  support  it.  Returning  to  these  objections,  how- 
ever, we  might  by  way  of  retort  point  out  to  those  who 
assert  the  inspiration  of  the  Apocalypse,  that  the  sym- 
bolical representation  of  the  heavenly  Jerusalem  is  objec- 
tive, and  not  a  mei*e  subjective  sketch  coloured  according 
to  the  phantasy  of  the  writer.  Passing  on,  however,  it 
must  be  apparent  that  the  whole  account  of  the  heavenly 
city  is  typical,  and  that  in  basing  its  walls  upon  the 
Twelve,  he  does  not  glorify  himself  personally,  but  simply 
gives  its  place  to  the  idea  which  was  symbolized  when 

aUy  from  Ewald,  we  baye  preferred  to  adhere  closely  to  the  sense  and 
style  of  the  original,  however  inyolved  and  laboured,  rather  than  secure 
a  more  smooth  and  elegant  English  version,  at  the  risk  of  misrepresen- 
tation, by  a  mere  paraphrase  of  the  German.  * '  Vielmehr  kann  ja  der  ver- 
fasser  dass  er  keiner  der  Zwolfe  war  nicht  deutlicher  ansdrticken  als 
indem  er  Apoc.  21,  14,  die  namen  der  'zwolf  Apostel  des  Lammes,'  auf 
den  12  grundsteinen  der  mauer  des  kunftigen  himmlischen  Jemsalems 
prangend  sich  denkt.  Er  meinte  also  die  namen  nnd  den  glanz  dieser 
Zw6lfe  nicht  genng  erheben  zu  konnen  und  gab  ihnen  im  eigenen  geiste 
die  hochste  aussere  ehre  welche  er  ihnen  zuweisen  konnte.  Solche  hochste 
ehre  und  solchen  fankelnden  glanz  gibt  kein  irgend  verstandiger  sich 
selbst,  noch  weniger  beschliesst  er  sich  selbst  sie  zu  geben,  oder  nimmt 
gar  die  ewige  verherrlichung  welche  ihm  allein  Gott  geben  kann  sich 
selbst  vorweg  und  rUhmt  sich  ihrer  vor  den  menschen.  Und  man  konnte 
sich  emstlich  einbilden,  einer  der  Zwolfe,  ja  sogar  d^r  welchen  wir  sonst 
uuter  ihnen  als  den  zartesten  und  feinsten  kennen,  werde  dies  von  sich 
selbst  geschrieben  haben  ?  "  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  v.  p.  180  f. ;  of.  Die  Joh. 
Schr.,  ii.  p.  56  f. 
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Jesus  is  represented  as  selecting  twelve  disciples,  the 
nnmber  of  the  twelve  tribes,  upon  whose  preaching  the 
spiritual  city  was  to  be  built  up.  The  Jewish  belief  in 
the  special  preference  of  the  Jews  before  all  nations  led 
up  to  this,  and  it  forms  part  of  the  strong  Hebraistic 
form  of  the  writer's  Christianity.  The  heavenly  city  is 
simply  a  glorified  Jerusalem  ;  the  twelve  Apostles,  re- 
presentatives of  the  twelve  tribes,  set  apart  for  the 
regeneration  of  Israel — ^as  the  seventy  disciples,  the 
number  of  the  nations  of  the  earth,  are  sent  out  to  regene- 
rate the  Gentiles — are  the  foundation-stones  of  the  New 
City  with  its  twelve  gates,  on  which  are  written  the 
names  of  the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel,^  for  whom  the  city 
is  more  particularly  provided.  For  144,000  of  Israel 
are  first  sealed,  12,000  of  each  of  the  twelve  tribes, 
before  the  Seer  beholds  the  great  multitude  of  all  nations 
and  tribes  and  peoples.^  The  whole  description  is  a 
mere  allegory  of  the  strongest  Jewish  dogmatic  character, 
and  it  is  of  singular  value  for  the  purpose  of  identifying 
the  author. 

Moreover,  the  apparent  glorification  of  the  Twelve  is 
more  than  justified  by  the  promise  which  Jesus  is  repre- 
sented by  the  Synoptics '  as  making  to  them  in  person. 
When  Peter,  in  the  name  of  the  Twelve,  asks  what  is 
reserved  for  them  who  have  forsaken  all  and  followed 
him,  Jesus  replies  :  "  Verily  I  say  unto  you  that  ye 
which  have  followed  me,  in  the  regeneration  when  the 
Son  of  Man  shall  sit  in  the  throne  of  his  glory,  ye  also 
shall  be  set  upon  twelve  thrones  judging  the  twelve 
tribes  of  Israel."*  Ewald  himself,  in  his  distribution  to 
the  supposed  original  sources  of  the  materials  of  our 

»  Apoc.  xxi.  12.  «  /J.,  vii.  4—9. 

»  Matt.  xix.  27,  28 ;  Luke  xii.  28—30.  *  Matt.  xix.  28. 
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existing  first  Synoptic,  assigns  this  passage  to  the  very 
oldest  Gospel.^  What  impropriety  is  there,  and  what 
improbability,  therefore,  that  an  Apostle  in  an  ecstatic 
and  dogmatic  allegory  of  the  spiritual  Jerusalem  should 
represent  the  names  of  the  twelve  Apostles  as  inscribed 
upon  the  twelve  foundation  stones,  as  the  names  of  the 
twelve  tribes  of  Israel  were  inscribed  upon  the  twelve 
gates  of  the  City  ?  On  the  contrary,  we  submit  that  it  is 
probable  under  the  circumstances  that  an  Apostle  should 
make  such  a  representation,  and  in  view  of  the  facts 
regarding  the  Apostle  John  himself  which  we  have  from 
the  Synoptics,  it  is  particularly  in  harmony  with  his 
character,  and  these  characteristics,  we  shall  sec,  directly 
tend  to  establish  his  identity  with  the  author. 

"  How  much  less,  therefore,  is  it  credible  of  the 
Apostle  John,"  says  Ewald,  elsewhere,  in  pursuing  the 
same  argument,  "  who  as  a  writer  is  so  incomparably 
modest  and  delicate  in  feeling,  that  he  does  not  in  a  single 
one  of  his  genuine  published  writings  name  himself  as 
the  author,  or  at  all  proclaim  bis  own  praise."  ^  This  is 
merely  sentimental  assumption  of  facts  to  which  we  shall 
hereafter  allude,  but  if  the  "  incomparable  modesty  "  of 
which  he  speaks  really  existed,  nothing  could  more  con- 
clusively separate  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel  from  the 
son  of  Zebedee  whom  we  know  in  the  Synoptics,  or  more 
support  the  claims  of  the  Apocalypse.  Now,  in  the  first 
place,  we  must  assert  that,  in  writing  a  serious  history 
of  the  life  and  teaching  of  Jesus,  full  of  marvellous 
events  and  astounding  doctrines,  the  omission  of  his 
name  by  an  Apostle  can  not  only  not  be  recognized  as 
genuine  modesty,  but  must  be  condemned  as  culpable 
neglect.     It  is  perfectly  incredible  that  an  Apostle  could 

*  Dio  drei  ersten  EvY.  '  Die  Joh.  Schr.,  ii.  p.  56  f. 
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have  written  such  a  work  without  attaching  his  name  as 
the  guarantee  of  his  intimate  acquaintance  with  the  events 
and  statements  he  records.  What  would  be  thought  of  a 
historian  who  published  a  history  without  a  single  refer- 
ence to  recognized  authorities,  and  yet  who  did  not 
declare  even  his  own  name  as  some  evidence  of  his  truth? 
The  fact  is,  that  the  first  two  Synoptics  bear  no  author's 
name  because  they  are  not  the  work  of  any  one  man,  but 
the  collected  materials  of  many  ;  the  third  Synoptic  only 
pretends  to  be  a  compilation  for  private  use ;  and  the 
fourth  Gospel  bears  no  simple  signature  because  it  is 
neither  the  work  of  an  Apostle,  nor  of  an  eye-witness  of 
the  events  and  hearer  of  the  teaching  it  records. 

If  it  be  considered  incredible,  however,  that  an  Apostle 
could,  even  in  an  Allegory,  represent  the  names  of  the 
Twelve  as  written  on  the  foundation  stones  of  the  New 
Jerusalem,  and  the  incomparable  modesty  and  delicacy 
of  feeling  of  the  assumed  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel  be 
contrasted  with  it  so  much  to  the  disadvantage  of  the 
writer  of  the  Apocalypse,  we  ask  whether  this  reference 
to  the  collective  Twelve  can  be  considered  at  aU  on  a  par 
with  the  self-glorification  of  the  disguised  author  of  the 
Gospel,  who,  not  content  with  the  simple  indication  of 
himself  as  John  a  servant  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  with 
sharing  distinction  equally  with  the  rest  of  the  Twelve, 
assumes  to  himself  alone  a  pre-eminence  in  the  favour  and 
afiection  of  his  Master,  as  weU  as  a  distinction  amongst 
his  fellow  disciples,  of  which  we  first  hear  from  himself, 
and  which  is  anything  but  corroborated  by  the  three  Sy- 
noptics ?  The  supposed  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  it  is 
true,  does  not  plainly  mention  his  name,  but  he  distin- 
guishes himself  as  "the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved," 
and  represents  himself  as  "  leaning  on  Jesus'  breast  at 
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supper."^  This  distinction  assumed  to  himself,  and  this 
preference  over  the  other  disciples  in  the  love  of  him 
whom  he  represents  as  God,  is  much  greater  seK-glorifi- 
cation  than  that  of  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse-  We 
shall  presently  see  how  far  Ewald  is  right  in  saying, 
moreover,  that  the  author  does  not  clearly  iBdicate  the 
person  for  whom  at  least  he  desires  to  be  mistaken. 

We  must  conclude  that  these  objections  have  no 
weight,  and  that  there  is  no  internal  evidence  whatever 
against  the  supposition  that  the  "  John  "  who  announces 
himself  as  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse  was  the  Apostle, 
On  the  contrary  the  tone  of  authority  adopted  through- 
out, and  the  evident  certainty  that  his  identity  would 
everywhere  be  recognized,  denote  a  position  in  the 
Church  which  no  other  person  of  the  name  of  John  could 
possibly  have  held  at  the  time  when  the  Apocalypse  was 
written.  The  external  evidence,  therefore,  which  indi- 
cates the  Apostle  John  as  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse 
is  quite  in  harmony  with  the  internal  testimony  of  the 
book  itself.  We  have  already  pointed  out  the  strong 
colouring  of  Judaism  in  the  views  of  the  writer.  Its 
imagery  is  thoroughly  Jewish,  and  its  allegorical  repre- 
sentations are  entirely  based  upon  Jewish  traditions,  and 
liopes.  The  heavenly  City  is  a  New  Jerusalem ;  its 
twelve  gates  are  dedicated  to  the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel ; 
God  and  the  Lamb  are  the  Temple  of  it ;  and  the  sealed 
of  the  twelve  tribes  have  the  precedence  over  the  nations, 
and  stand  with  the  Lamb  on  Mount  Zion  (xiv.  l)  having 
his  name  and  his  Father's  written  on  their  foreheads. 
We  have  already  stated  that  the  language  in  which  the 
book  is  written  is  the  most  Hebraistic  Greek  of  the  New 
Testament,  as  its  contents  are  the  most  deeply  tinged 

>  John  xiii.  23 ;  xix.  26,  27  ;  xx.  2  f. ;  of.  xxi.  20  ff. 
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with  Judaism.  If,  finally,  we  seek  for  some  traces  of  the 
character  of  the  writer,  we  see  in  every  page  the  impress 
of  an  impetuous  fiery  spirit,  whose  symbol  is  the  Eagle, 
breathing  forth  vengeance  against  the  enemies  of  the 
Messiah,  and  impatient  till  it  be  accomplished,  and  the 
whole  of  the  visions  of  the  Apocalypse  proceed  to  the 
accompaniment  of  the  rolling  thunders  of  God's  wrath. 

We  may  now  turn  to  examine  such  historical  data  as 
exist  regarding  John  the  son  of  2febedee,  and  to  inquire 
whether  they  accord  better  with  the  character  and 
opinions  of  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse  or  of  the  Evan- 
gelist. John  and  his  brother  James  are  represented  by 
the  Synoptics  as  being  the  sons  of  Zebedee  and  Salome. 
They  were  fishermen  on  the  sea  of  Galilee,  and  at  the 
call  of  Jesus  they  left  their  ship  and  their  father  and 
followed  him.*  Their  fiery  and  impetuous  character  led 
Jesus  to  give  them  the  surname  of  BoavTffyyh  :  "  Sons 
of  thunder,''^  an  epithet  justified  by  several  incidents 
which  are  related  regarding  them.  Upon  one  occasion, 
John  sees  one  casting  out  devils  in  his  master's  name, 
and  in  an  intolerant  spirit  forbids  him  because  he  did 
not  follow  them,  for  which  he  is  rebuked  by  Jesus.^ 
Another  time,  when  the  inhabitants  of  a  Samaritan 
village  would  not  receive  them,  John  and  James  angrily 
turn  to  Jesus  and  say :  "  Lord,  wilt  thou  that  we 
command  fire  to  come  down  from  heaven,  and  consume 
them,  even  ate  Elijah  did?"*  One  remarkable  episode 
will  have  presented  itself  already  to  the  mind  of  every 
reader,  which  the  second  Synoptic  Gospel  narrates  as 
follows  :  Mark  x.  35,  "  And  James  and  John  the  sons  of 
Zebedee  come  unto  him  saying  unto  him :  Teacher,  we 

»  Matt.  iv.  21  f. ;  Mark  i.  19  f. ;  Luke  v.  19  ff.         «  Mark  iii.  17. 
a  Markix.  38  f. ;  Luke  uf.  49  f.  ^  Luke  ix.  64    ff. 
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would  that  thou  shouldest  do  for  us  whatsoever  we  shall 
ask  thee.     36.  And  he  said  unto  them  :  What  would  ye 
that  I  should  do  for  you  ?     37.    They  said  unto  him : 
Grant  that  we  may  sit,  one  on  thy  right  hand,  and  the 
other  on  thy  left  hand  in  thy  glory.     38.  But  Jesus  said 
to  them :     Ye  know  not  what  ye  ask  :  can  ye  drink 
the  cup  that  I  drink  ?  or  be  baptised  with  the  baptism 
that   I   am  baptized  with?     39.  And  they  said  unto 
him :  We  can.     And  Jesus  said  unto  them  :  The  cup 
that  I  drink  ye  shall  drink ;  and  the  baptism  that  I  am 
baptised  withal  shall  ye  be  baptised  :     40.  But  to  sit  on 
my  right  hand  or  on  my  left  hand  is  not  mine  to  give, 
but  for  whom  it  is  prepared.     41.   And  when  the  ten 
heard  it  they  began  to  be  much  displeased  with  James 
and  John,"     It  is  difficult  to  say  whether  the  efl&x)nteiy 
and  selfishness  of  the  request,  or  the  assurance  with 
which  the  brethren  assert  their  power  to  emulate  the 
Master  is  more  striking  in  this  scene.     Apparently  the 
grossness  of  the  proceeding  already  began  to  be  felt 
when  our  first  Gospel  was  edited,  for  it  represents  the 
request  as  made  by  the  mother  of  James  and  John  ;  but 
that  is  a  very  slight  decrease  of  the  ofience,  inasmuch  as 
the  brethren  are  obviously  consenting,  if  not  inciting 
parties  in  the  prayer,  and  utter  their  '*We  can"  with 
the  same  absence  of  "incomparable  modesty."^     After 
the  death  of  Jesus,  John  remained  in  Jerusalem,^  and 
chiefly  confined  his  ministry  to  the  city  and  its  neigh- 
bourhood.^    The  account  which   Hegesippus  gives  of 
James  the  brother  of  Jesus  who  was  appointed  overseer 
of  the  Church  in  Jerusalem,  will  not  be  forgotten,*  and 
we  refer  to  it  merely  in  illustration  of  primitive  Chris- 

»  Matt.  XX.  20  flf.  «  Acts  i.  13 ;  iii.  I. 

»  Acts  viii.  26 ;  xv.  Iff.     *  Eusebius,  U.  E.,  ii.  23  ;  cf.  vol.  i.  p.  435  f. 
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tianity.  However  mythical  elements  are  worked  up 
into  the  narrative,  one  point  is  undoubted  fact,  that 
the  Christians  of  that  community  were  but  a  sect  of 
Judaism,  merely  superadding  to  Mosaic  doctrines  belief 
in  the  actual  advent  of  the  Messiah  whom  Moses  and  the 
prophets  had  foretold  ;  and  we  find,  in  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  Peter  and  John  represented  as  "  going  up  into 
the  Temple  at  the  hour  of  prayer,''*  like  other  Jews.  In 
the  Epistle  of  Paul  to  the  Galatians,  we  have  most  valuable 
evidence  with  regard  to  the  Apostle  John.  Paul  found 
him  still  in  Jerusalem  on  the  occasion  of  the  visit  referred 
to  in  that  letter,  about  a.d.  50 — 53.  We  need  not  quote 
at  length  the  important  passage  GaL  ii.  1  S.,  but  the  fact 
is  undeniable,  and  stands  upon  stronger  evidence  than 
almost  any  other  particular  regarding  the  early  Church, 
being  distinctly  and  directly  stated  by  Paul  himself :  that 
the  three  "pillar'*  Apostles  representing  the  Church 
there  were  James,  Peter,  and  John.  Peter  is  markedly 
termed  the  Apostle  of  the  circumcision,  and  the  differences 
between  him  and  Paul  are  evidence  of  the  opposition  of 
their  views.  James  and  John  are  clearly  represented  as 
sharing  the  views  of  Peter,  and  whilst  Paul  finally  agrees 
with  them  that  he  is  to  go  to  the  Gentiles,  the  three 
a-TvXoi,  elect  to  continue  their  ministry  to  the  circum- 
cision.^ Here  is  John,  therefore,  clearly  devoted  to  the 
Apostleship  of  the  circumcision  as  opposed  to  Paul, 
whose  views,  we  may  gather  from  the  whole  of  Paul's 
account,  were  little  more  than  tolerated  by  the  orOXot. 
Before  leaving  New  Testament  data  we  may  here 
point  out  the  statement  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  that 
Peter  and  John  were  known  to  be  "unlettered  and 
ignorant  men"^  {avOpomoi  aypafifiaro;,  kol  tStSTttt). 
»  Acts  iii.  1.  f.  «  Gal.  ii.  8-9.  »  Acts  iv.  13- 
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Later  tradition  mentions  one  or  two  circumstances  regard- 
ing John  to  which  we  may  briefly  refer.  Irenseus  states  : 
"There  are  those  who  heard  him  (Polycarp)  say  that 
John,  the  disciple  of  the  Lord,  going  to  bathe  at  Ephesus 
and  perceiving  Cerinthus  within  rushed  forth  from  the 
bath-house  without  bathing,  but  crying  out :  '  Let  us  fly 
lest  the  bath-house  fall  down  :  Cerinthus,  the  enemy  of 
the  truth,  being  within  it/  •  .  .  So  great  was  the 
aversion  which  the  Apostles  and  their  disciples  had  to 
holding  any  intercourse  with  any  of  the  corrupters  of  the 
truth,"*  &c.  Polycrates,  who  was  Bishop  of  Ephesus 
about  the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  also  states  that 
the  Apostle  John  wore  the  mitre  and  petalon  of  the 
high  priest  (Ss  iyevrjdri  Upcv^  to  Trerakov  7r€^op7iKm  ),^  a 
tradition  which  agrees  with  the  Jewish  tendencies  of  the 
Apostle  of  the  circumcision  as  Paul  describes  him.* 

Now  if  we  compare  these  data  regarding  John  the  son 
of  Zebedee  with  the  character  of  John  the  author  of  the 
Apocalypse  as  we  trace  it  in  the  work  itself,  it  is  impos- 
sible not  to  be  struck  by  the  singular  agreement.  The 
barbarous  Hebraistic  Greek  and  abrupt  inelegant  diction 
are  natural  to  the  unlettered  fisherman  of  Galilee,  and 
the  fierce  and  intolerant  spirit  which  pervades  the  book 
is  precisely  that  which  formerly  forbade  the  jworking  of 

*  Ireno&us,  Adv.  Hsbp.,  iii.  3,  §  4 ;  Eusehius,  H.  E.,  iv.  14. 

«  Eueebius,  H.  E.,  iii.  31. 

>  We  need  not  refer  to  any  of  the  other  legends  regarding  John,  but  it 
may  be  well  to  mention  the  tradition  common  amongst  the  Fathers  which 
assigned  to  him  the  cognomen  of  **  the  Virgin.*'  One  Oodex  gives  as  the 
superscription  of  the  Apocalypse:  **tov  dylov  Mo^orarov  atroarSkov  koI 
fvayycXiOTov  irapBivov  fiytnnjfiipov  €7riarrj$iov  'loxiinHiv  $€o\6yov,**  and  we  know 
that  it  is  reported  in  early  writings  that,  of  aU  the  Apostles,  only  John 
and  the  Apostle  Paul  remained  unmarried,  whence  probably,  in  part, 
this  title.  In  connection  with  this  we  may  point  to  the  importance 
attached  to  virginity  in  the  Apocalypse,  xiv.  4 ;  cf.  Schiuegler^  Das  nachi^). 
Zeit.,  ii  p.  254 ;  Lucke,  Comm.  tib.  d.  Br.  Joh.,  1836,  p.  32  f. ;  Crtdner, 
Eiul.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  21.  Digi,,,d  by  V^UU^IC 
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miracles  even  in  the  name  of  the  Master  by  any  not  of 
the  immediate  circle  of  Jesus,  and  which  desired  to 
consume  an  inhospitable  village  with  fire  from  heaven.* 
The  Judaistic  form  of  Christianity  which  is  represented 
throughout  the  Apocalypse,  and  the  Jewish  elements 
which  enter  so  largely  into  its  whole  composition,  are 
precisely  those  which  we  might  expect  from  John  the 
Apostle  of  the  circumcision  and  the  associate  of  James 
and  of  Peter  in  the  very  centre  of  Judaism,  as  we  find 
him  described  by  Paul  Parts  of  the  Apocalypse,  indeed, 
derive  a  new  significance  when  we  remember  the  oppo- 
sition which  the  Apostle  of  the  Gentiles  met  with  from 
the  Apostles  of  the  circumcision,  as  plainly  declared  by 
Paul  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Galatians  ii.  1  ff.,  and  apparent 
in  other  parts  of  his  writings. 

We  have  already  seen  the  scarcely  disguised  attack 
which  is  made  on  Paul  in  the  Clementine  Homilies  under 
the  name  of  Simon  the  Magician,  the  Apostle  Peter  fol- 
lowing him  from  city  to  city  for  the  purpose  of  denounc- 
ing and  refuting  his  teaching.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  animosity  against  Paul  which  was  felt  by  the 
Ebionitic  party,  to' which  John  as  well  as  Peter  belonged, 
was  extreme,  and  when  the  novelty  of  the  doctrine  of 
justification  by  faith  alone,  taught  by  him,  is  considered, 
it  is  very  comprehensible.  In  the  Apocalypse,  we  find 
undeniable  traces  of  it  which  accord  with  what  Paul 
himself  says,  and  with  the  undoubted  tradition  of  the 
early  Church.  Not  only  is  Paul  silently  excluded  from 
the  number  of  the  Apostles,  which  might  be  intelligible 

^  The  very  objection  of  Ewald  regarding  the  glorification  of  the  Twelve, 
if  tme,  would  be  singularly  in  keeping  with  the  audacious  request  of 
John  and  his  brother,  to  sit  on  the  right  and  left  hand  of  the  glorified 
Jesus,  for  we  find  none  of  the  **  incomparable  modesty  *'  which  the  imagi- 
native critic  attributes  to  the  author  of  the  fourth  Oospel  in  the  John  of 
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when  the  typical  nature  of  the  number  twelve  is  con- 
sidered, but  allusion  is  undoubtedly  made  to  him,  in  the 
Epistles  to  the  Churches.  It  is  clear  that  Paul  is 
referred  to  in  the  address  to  the  Church  of  Ephesus : 
"And  thou  didst  try  them  which  say  that  they  are 
Apostles  and  are  not,  aj;id  didst  find  them  false ;  '**  and 
also  in  the  words  to  the  Church  of  Smyrna :  "  But  I 
have  a  few  things  against  thee,  because  thou  hast  there 
them  that  hold  the  teaching  of  Balaam,  who  taught 
Balak  to  cast  a  stumbling  block  before  the  sons  of  Israel, 
to  eat  things  sacrificed  unto  idols,"  ^  &c.,  as  well  as  else- 
where. Without  dwelling  on  this  point,  however,  we 
think  it  must  be  apparent  to  every  unprejudiced  person 
that  the  Apocalypse  singularly  corresponds  in  every 
respect — language,  construction,  and  thought — with  what 
we  are  told  of  the  character  of  the  Apostle  John  by  the 
Synoptic  Gospels  and  by  tradition,  and  that  the  internal 
evidence,  therefore,  accords  with  the  external,  in  attri- 
buting the  composition  of  the  Apocalypse  rather  than 
the  Gospel  to  that  Apostle.^  We  may  without  hesitation 

»  Apoc,  ii.  2.  «  lb,,  ii.  14,  cf.  9,  20  f.  iii.  9. 

»  Baur,  TJnters.  kan.  Ew.,  pp.  345  ff.,  376  ff. ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1844, 
p.  661  ff. ;  Bertholdt,  EinL  A.  u.  N.  T.,  iv.  p.  1800—1875 ;  A.  C.  Danne- 
mann,  Wer  ist  der  Verfasser.  der  Offenb.  Johannis  ?  1841 ;  Ehrard,  Daa 
Ev.  Jolianii,  p.  137  ff. ;  Die  evang.  Gesch.,  p.  847  ff. ;  Eickhom,  Einl. 
N.  T.»  ii.  p.  375  ff. ;  Evanaon,  Dissonance,  &c.,  1792 ;  Feilmoser,  Einl. 
N.  B.,  p.  569  ff. ;  Ouericke,  Gtesammtgesch.,  p.  498  ff. ;  Beitr&ge,  p.  181  ff. ; 
Ease,  Die  Tub.  Schule,  p.  25  ff. ;  Ednlein,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  220  ff. ; 
Hariwig,  Apol.  d.  Apoc,  u.  s.  w.,  1780 ;  ESuemick,  Lucubr.  crit.  ad 
Apoo.  spectantur,  1842 ;  Eengatenberg,  Die  Offenb.  d.  heil.  Jobann.,  1849 ; 
Eilgen/eld,  Die  Evangelien,  p.  338;  Zeitscbr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1868,  p. 
203,  anm.  1 ;  Eug,  Einl.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  496  ff. ;  Kleuker,  TJrspr.  u.  Zweck 
Offenb.  Job.,  1799;  F.  A.  Kntttel,  Beitrag  z.  Krit.  Job.  Offenb.,  1773; 
Kolthof,  Apoc.  Joanni  apost.  yindicata,  1834 ;  J,  P.  Lange,  in  Tboluck's 
Lit.  Anzeiger,  1838,  No.  20  ff. ;  Vermiscbt.  Schr.,  iii  p.  173  ff. ;  Lechler, 
Das  ap.  u.  naobap.  Zeit.,  p.  197  ff. ;  LUderwcdd,  Beurtb.  u.  Erkl.  Offenb. 
Jobann.,  1788;  Niermeyer,  Verbandel.  over  Ecbtb.  Job.  Scbr.,  1852; 
Olshausen,  Ecbtbeit.  d.  y.  kan.  Ety.,  1832;  Henan,  Vie  de  J^us,  xiii»« 
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affirm,  at  least,  that  with  the  exception  of  one  or  two  of 
the  Epistles  of  Paul  there  is  no  work  of  the  New  Tes- 
tament which  is  supported  by  such  close  evidence. 

We  need  not  discuss  the  tradition  as  to  the  residence 
of  the  Apostle  John  in  Asia  Minor,  regarding  which 
much  might  be  said.  Those  who  accept  the  authenticity 
of  the  Apocalypse  of  course  admit  its  composition  in  the 

ed.  p.  Ixxi.  f. ;  L'Antechrist,  1873,  p.  xxii.  fif.,  p.  340  ff. ;  Reithinayr,  Einl. 
N.  T.,  p.  774  flf. ;  RcviUe  (doubtful),  Eev.  des  Deux  Mondes,  Octr.  1863, 
p.  633;  Biggenhach,  Die  Zeugn.  Eyang.  Job.,  p.  30  ff. ;  SchoUen,  Das 
Evang.  Job.,  p.  399  ff. ;  Schwegler,  Das  naobap.  Zeit.,  ii.  p.  249  ff.  ; 
Schnitzer,  Tbeol.  Jabrb.,  1842,  p.  451  ff. ;  Storr,  N.  Apol.  d.  Offenb.  Job. 
1783;  Zweok  d.  evang.  Gescb.  u.  Br.  Job.,  1786,  pp.  70  ff.,  83,  163; 
C.  F.  Schmidt,  Unters.  Offenb.  Job.,  1771 ;  Thter$ch,  Die  Kirobe  im.  ap. 
Zeit.,  p.  245  f.;  Tholuck,  Glaubw.  evang.  (Jescb.,  p.  280  ff.  ;  Volkniar, 
Oomment.  Offenb.  Job.,  1862,  p.  38  ff. ;  Weisscy  Die  evang.  Geeob.,  i. 
p.  98,  anm.  3 ;  ZeOer,  TbeoL  Jabrb.,  1842,  p.  654  ff.,  &0.,  &o. 

We  do  not  of  coarse  pretend  to  give  a  complete  list  of  tbose  wbo  assert 
or  deny  tbe  apostolic  autborsbip  of  tbe  Apocalypse,  bat  merely  refer  to 
tbose  wbom  we  bave  noted  down.  Tbe  following  deny  tbe  apostolic 
autborsbip  :  Bleek,  Beitrilge,  p.  190—200;  Ballenstedt,  Pbilo  u.  Jobannes, 
u.  s.  w.,  1812 ;  Bretschneider,  Probabilia,  p.  150  ff. ;  Oredner,  Einl.  N.  T. , 
i.  p.  732  ff. ;  Corrodi,  Versucb  Beleucbt.  d.  G«scb.  Bibelkanons,  1792, 
ii.  p.  303  ff.;  Cludius,  Uransicbten  d.  Cbristentb.  Alt.,  1808,  p.  312  ff.  ; 
DiUterdiecky  H*bucb.  Offenb.  Job.,  1859;  Ewald,  Jabrb.  bibl.  Wiss  .,  v. 
1852—53,  p.  179  ff. ;  Oomment.  in  Apoc.  Job.,  1829,  prolog.  §  8 ;  Die 
Job.  Scbr.,  ii.  p.  55  ff.;  Gescb.  V.  Isr.,  vi.  p.  694,  vii.  p.  227;  Hitzig, 
Ueber  Joban.  Marcus  u.  s.  Scriften ;  Kayser  (doubtful),  Eev.  de  Tb^ol. , 
1856,  mi.  p.  85 ;  Keim,  Jesu  v.  Nazara,  L  p.  159  f. ;  Liicke,  Einl.  Offenb. 
Job.,  ii.  pp.  491  ff.,  802 ;  Tb.  Studien  a.  Krit,  1836,  p.  654  ff. ;  Luther, 
Prsef.  in  Apoc.,  1552;  Latzdberger,  Die  kircbl.  Trad.  ap.  Job.,  1840,  pp. 
198  f.,  210  ff. ;  MichadU,  Einl.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  1573  ff. ;  Neander,  Gescb. 
Pflanz.  u.  s.  w.  Obr.  Kircbe,  1862,  p.  481  f. ;  Neudecker,  Einl.  N.  T., 
p.  757  ff. ;  Semler,  Neue  Unters,  iiber  Apoc.,  1776;  Abbandl.  Unters.  d. 
Kanons,  i.  Anbang ;  Stroth,  FreimUtbige  Unters.  Offenb.  Job.  betreffend, 
1771 ;  Schott,  Isagoge,  §§  114  ff.,  p.  473  ff. ;  Schleiermacher,  Einl.  N.  T., 
p.  470  f. ;   WeizsUcker,  Unters.  evang.  Gescb.,  pp.  195,  234  ff. 

Altbougb  majiy  of  tbose  wbo  assign  tbe  Apocalypse  to  tbe  Apostle 
Jobn  are  apologists  wbo  likewise  assert  tbat  be  wrote  tbe  Gk>spel,  very 
many  accept  tbe  autbenticity  of  tbe  Apocalypse  as  opposed  to  tbat  of  tbe 
Gk>spel  in  tbe  dilemma  wbicb  we  bave  stated.  On  tbe  otber  band  not  a  few 
of  tbose  wbo  reject  tbe  Apocalypse  equally  reject  tbe  Gospel,  and  consider 
tbat  neitber  tbe  one  nor  tbe  oUier  is  apostolic. 
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neighbourhood  of  Ephesus,*  and  see  in  this  the  con- 
firmation of  the  wide-spread  tradition  that  the  Apostle 
spent  a  considerable  period  of  the  latter  part  of  tis  life 
in  that  city.  We  may  merely  mention,  in  passing,  that 
a  historical  basis  for  the  tradition  has  occasionally  been 
disputed,  and  has  latterly  again  been  denied  by  some 
able  critics.*  The  evidence  for  this  as  for  everything  else 
connected  with  the  early  ages  of  Christianity  is  extremely 
unsatisfactory.  Nor  need  we  trouble  ourselves  with  the 
dispute  as  to  the  Presbyter  John,  to  whom  many  ascribe 
the  composition,  on  the  one  hand,  of  the  Apocalypse, 
and,  on  the  other,  of  the  Gospel,  according  as  they  finally 
accept  the  one  or  the  other  alternative  of  the  critical 
dilemma  which  we  have  explained.  We  have  only  to 
do  with  the  Apostle  John  and  his  connection  with  either 
of  the  two  writings. 

If  we  proceed  to  compare  the  character  of  the  Apostle 
John,  as  we  have  it  depicted  in  the  Synoptics  and  other 
writings  to  which  we  have  referred,  with  that  of  the 
author  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  to  contrast  the  pecu- 
liarities of  both,  we  have  a  very  diflerent  result.  Instead 
of  the  Hebraistic  Greek  and  harsh  diction  which  might 
be  expected  fix>m  the  unlettered  and  ignorant  fisherman 
of  Galilee,  we  find,  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  the  purest  and 
least  Hebraistic  Greek  of  any  of  the  Gospels  (some  parts 
of  the  third  Synoptic,  perhaps,  alone  excepted),  and  a 
refinement  and  beauty  of  composition  whose  charm  has 
captivated  the  world,  and  in  too  many  cases  overpowered 
the  calm  exercise  of  judgment.  Instead  of  the  fierce 
and  intolerant  temper  of  the  Son  of  thunder,  we  find  a 

*  Apoc  i.  9. 

»  Keimy  Jeau  y.  Nazara,  i.  p.  162  ff. ;  Scholteriy  De  Apostel  Johannes 
in  Klein-Azie,  1871. 
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spirit  breathing  forth  nothing  but  gentleness  and  love. 
Instead  of  the  Judaistic  Christianity  of  the  Apostle  of 
Circumcision,  who  merely  tolerates  Paul,  we  find  a  mind 
which  has  so  completely  detached  itself  from  Judaism 
that  the  writer  makes  the  very  appellation  of  "  Jew  '^ 
equivalent  to  that  of  an  enemy  of  the  truth.  Not  only 
are  the  customs  and  feasts  of  the  Jews  disregarded  and 
spoken  of  as  observances  of  a  people  with  whom  the 
writer  has  no  concern,  but  he  anticipates  the  day  when 
neither  on  Mount  Gerizim  nor  yet  at  Jerusalem  men 
shall  worship  the  Father,  but  when  it  shall  be  recognized 
that  the  only  true  worship  is  that  which  is  offered  in 
spirit  and  in  truth.  Faith  in  Jesus  Christ  and  the  merits 
of  his  death  is  the  only  way  by  which  man  can  attain  to 
eternal  life,  and  the  Mosaic  Law  is  practically  abolished. 
We  venture  to  assert  that,  taking  the  portrait  of  John 
the  son  of  Zebedee,  which  is  drawn  in  the  Synoptics  and 
the  Epistle  of  Paul  to  the  Galatians,  supplemented  by 
later  tradition,  to  which  we  have  referred,  and  comparing 
it  with  that  of  the  writer  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  no  un- 
prejudiced mind  can  fail  to  recognize  that  there  are  not 
two  features  alike. 

It  is  the  misfortune  of  this  case,  that  the  beauty  of  the 
Gospel  under  trial  has  too  frequently  influenced  the 
decision  of  the  judges,  and  men  who  have,  in  other 
matters,  exhibited  sound  critical  judgment,  in  this 
abandon  themselves  to  sheer  sentimentality,  and  indulge 
in  rhapsodies  when  reasons  would  be  more  appropriate. 
Bearing  in  inind  that  we  have  given  the  whole  of  the 
data  regarding  John  the  son  of  Zebedee,  furnished  by 
New  Testament  writings, — excluding  merely  the  fourth 
Gospel  itself,  which,  of  course,  cannot  at  present  be 
received  in  evidence, — ^as  well  as  the  only  traditional 
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infomiatioD  which,  from  its  date  and  character,  possesses 
the  smallest  value,  it  will  become  apparent  that  every 
argmnent  which  proceeds  on  the  assumption  that  John 
was  the  beloved  disciple,  and  possessed  of  characteristics 
quite  different  from  what  we  meet  with  in  the  writings 
to  which  we  have  referred,  is  worthless  and   a  mere 
petitio  principii     We  can,  therefore,  appreciate  the  state 
of  the  case  when,  for  instance,  we  find  an  able  man  like 
Credner  commencing  his  inquiry  as  to  who  was    the 
author  of  the  fourth   Gospel  with  such  words  as  the 
following :   "  Were  we  entirely  without  historical  data 
regarding  the  author  of  the  foiu1;h  Gospel,  who  is  not 
named  in  the  writing  itself,  we  could  still  from  internal 
grounds  lying  in  the  Gospel  itself — from  the  nature  of 
the  language,  from  the  freshness  and  intuitive  perception 
of  the  narrative,  from  the  exactness  and  precision  of  the 
statements,  from  the  peculiar  manner  of  the  mention  of 
the  Baptist  and  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  from  that  which 
the  writer  brings  to  light  for  the  inspiration  of  increasing 
love  and  fervour  towards  Jesus,  from  the  irresistible 
charm  which  is  poured  out  over  the  whole  ideally-com- 
posed evangelical  history,  from  the  philosophical   con- 
siderations with  which  the  Gospel  begins — ^be  led  to  the 
result :  that  the  author  of  such  a  Gospel  can  only  be  a 
native  of  Palestine,  can  only  be  a  direct  eye-witness^ 
can  only  be  an  Apostle,  can  only  be  a  favourite  of  Jesus, 
can   only  be  that  John  whom  Jesus  held  captivated 
to  himself  by  the  whole  heavenly  spell  of  his  teaching, 
that  John  who  rested  on   the  bosom  of  Jesus,  stood 
beneath  his  cross,  and  whose  later  residence  in  a  city 
like  Ephesus  proves  that  philosophical  speculation  not 
merely  attracted  him,  but  that  he  also  knew  how  to 
maintain    his   place  amongst  philosophically  cultivated 
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Greeks/'*  It  is  almost  impossible  to  proceed  further 
in  building  up  theory  upon  baseless  assumption;  but 
we  shall  hereafter  see  that  he  is  kept  in  countenance  by 
Ewald,  who  outstrips  him  in  the  boldness  and  minute- 
ness of  his  conjectures.  We  must  now  more  carefully 
examine  the  details  of  the  case. 

The  language  in  which  the  Gospel  is  written,  as  we 
have  abeady  mentioned,  is  much  less  Hebraic  than  that 
of  the  other  Gospels,  with  the  exception,  perhaps,  of 
parts  of  the  Gospel  according  to  Luke,  and  its  Hebraisms 
are  not  on  the  whole  greater  than  was  almost  invariably 
the  case  with  Hellenic  Greek,  but  its  composition  is 
distinguished  by  peculiar  smoothness,  grace,  and  beauty, 
and  in  this  respect  it  is  assigned  the  first  rank  amongst 
the  Gospels.     It  may  be  remarked  that  the  connection 
which   Credner  finds   between  the  language  and  the 
Apostle  John  arises  out  of  the  supposition,  that  long 
residence  in  Ephesus  had  enabled  him  to  acquire  that 
facility  of  composition  in  the  Greek  language  which  is 
one  of  its  characteristics.     Ewald,  who  exaggerates  the 
Hebraism  of  the  work,  resorts  nevertheless  to  the  con- 
jecture, which  we  shall  hereafter  more  fully  consider, 
that  the  Gospel  was  written  from  dictation  by  young 
friends  of  John  in  Ephesus,  who  put  the  aged  Apostle's 
^  thoughts  in  many   places   into  purer  Greek  as   they 
wrote  them  down.^    The  arbitrary  nature  of  such  an 
explanation,  adopted  in  one  shape  or  another  by  many 
apologists,  requires  no  remark,  but  we  shall  at  every 
turn  meet  with  similar  assumptions  advanced  to  overcome 
diflficulties.    Now,  although  there  is  no  certain  information 
as  to  the  time  when,  if  ever,  the  Apostle  removed  into 
Asia  Minor,  it  is  pretty  certain  that  he  did  not  leave 

>  Credner,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  208.  »  Die  Job.  Sclir.,  i.  p.  50  f. 
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Palestine  before  a,d,  60.*  We  find  him  still  at  Jerusalem 
about  A.D.  50 — 53,  when  Paul  went  thither,  and  he  had 
not  at  that  time  any  intention  of  leaving,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  his  dedication  of  himself  to  the  ministry  of 
the  circumcision  is  distinctly  mentioned  by  the  Apostle.* 
The  "  unlettered  and  ignorant "  fisherman  of  Galilee, 
therefore,  had  obviously  attained  an  age  when  habits  of 
thought  and  exipression  have  become  fixed,  and  when  a 
new  language  cannot  without  great  difficulty  be  acquired. 
If  we  consider  the  Apocaljrpse  to  be  his  work,  we  find 
positive  evidence  of  such  markedly  difierent  thought  and 
language  actually  existing  when  the  Apostle  must  have 
been  at  least  between  sixty  and  seventy  years  of  age, 
that  it  is  quite  impossible  to  conceive  that  he  could  have 
subsequently  acquired  the  language  and  mental  charac- 
teristics of  the  fourth  Gospel'  It  would  be  perfectly 
absurd,  so  far  as  language  goes,  to  find  in  the  fourth 
Gospel  the  slightest  indication  of  the  Apostle  John,  of 
whose  language  indeed  we  have  no  information  whatever 
except  from  the  Apocalypse,  a  composition  which,  if 
accepted  as  written  by  the  Apostle,  would  at  once 
exclude  all  consideratian  of  the  Gospel  as  his  work. 

There  are  many  circumstances,  however,  which  seem 
clearly  to  indicate  that  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel 
was  neither  a  native  of  Palestine  nor  a  Jew,  and  to  some 
of  these  we  must  briefly  refer.  The  philosophical  state- 
ments with  which  the  Gospel  commences,  it  will  be 
admitted,  are  anything  but  characteristic  of  the  Son  of 

*  It  is  certain  that  Jolm  did  not  remove  to  Asia  Minor  daring  Panl's 
time.  There  is  no  trace  of  him  in  the  Pauline  Epistles.  Cf.  De  WetUy 
Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  221.  »  Gal.  ii.  9. 

»  Ewald,  Die  Joh.  Schr.,  ii.  p.  62  f. ;  HUgenfeldy  Die  Eyangelien, 
p.  340  f. ;  Keim,  Jesu  v.  Nazara,  i.  p.  159 ;  De  WeUe,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  419, 
anm.  d. 
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thunder,  the  ignorant  and  unlearned  fisherman  of  Galilee 
who,  to  a  comp€iratively  advanced  period  of  life,  con- 
tinued preaching  in  his  native  country  to  his  brethren  of 
the  circumcision.  Attempts  have  been  made  to  trace 
the  Logos  doctrine  of  the  fourth  Gospel  to  the  purely 
Hebraic  source  of  the  Old  Testament,  but  every  impartial 
mind  must  perceive  that  here  there  is  no  direct  and 
simple  transformation  of  the  theory  of  Wisdom  of  the 
Proverbs  and  Old  Testament  Apocrjrpha,  and  no  mere 
development  of  the  later  Memra  of  the  Targums,  but  a 
very  advanced  application  to  Christianity  of  Alexandrian 
philosophy,  with  which  we  have  become  familiar  through 
the  writings  of  Philo,  to  which  reference  has  so  frequently 
been  made.  It  is  quite  true  that  a  decided  step  beyond 
the  doctrine  of  Philo  is  made  when  the  Logos  is  repre- 
sented as  aap^eyevero  in  the  person  of  Jesus,  but  this 
argument  is  equally  applicable  to  the  Jewish  doctrine  of 
Wisdom,  and  that  step  had  already  been  taken  before 
the  composition  of  the  Gospel.  In  the  Alexandrian 
philosophy  everything  was  prepared  for  the  final  appli- 
cation of  the  doctrine,  and  nothing  is  more  clear  than 
the  fact  that  the  writer  of  the  fourth  Gospel  was  well 
acquainted  with  the  teaching  .of  the  Alexandrian  school, 
from  which  he  derived  his  philosophy,  and  its  elaborate 
and  systematic  application  to  Jesus  alone  indicates  a 
late  development  of  Christian  doctrine,  which  we  main- 
tain could  not  have  been  attained  by  the  Judaistic  son 
of  Zebedee.* 

We  have  already  on  several  occasions  referred  to  the 
attitude  which  the  writer  of  the  fourth  Gk)spel  assumes 
towards  the  Jews.    Apart  from  the  fact  that  he  places 

^  Most  critics  agree  that  the  characteristics  of  the  fourth  Gospel  render 
the  suppofiition  that  it  was  the  work  of  an  old  man  iintenable. 
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Christianity  generally  in  strong  antagonism  to  Judaism, 
as  light  to  darkness,  truth  to  a  lie,  and  presents  the 
doctrine  of  a  hypostatic  Trinity  in  the  most  developed 
form  to  be  found  in  the  New  Testament,  in  striking 
contrast  to  the  three  Synoptics,  and  in  contradiction  to 
Hebrew  Monotheism,  he  writes  at  all  times  as  one  who 
not  only  is  not  a  Jew  himself,  but  has  nothing  to  do  with 
their  laws  and  customs.  He  speaks  everywhere  of  the 
feasts  "  of  the  Jews,"  "  the  passover  of  the  Jews,"  "  the 
manner  of  the  purifying  of  the  Jews,"  "  the  Jews'  feast 
of  tabernacles,"  "  as  the  manner  of  the  Jews  is  to  bury," 
"the  Jews'  preparation  day,"  and  so  on.*  The  Law  of 
Moses  is  spoken  of  as  "  your  law,"  "  their  law,"  as  of  a 
people  with  which  the  writer  was  not  connected.^  More- 
over, the  Jews  are  represented  as  continually  in  virulent 
opposition  to  Jesus,  and  seeking  to  kill  him ;  and  the 
word  "  Jew  "  is  the  unfailing  indication  of  the  enemies 
of  the  truth,  and  the  persecutors  of  the  Christ.^  The 
Jews  are  not  once  spoken  of  as  the  favoured  people  of 
God,  but  they  are  denounced  as  *'  children  of  the  devil," 
who  is  "the  father  of  lies  and  a  murderer  from  the 
beginning."*  The  author  shows  in  a  marked  way  that 
he  was  not  a  Jew,  by  making  Caiaphas,  and  the  chief 
priests  and  Pharisees  speak  of  the  Jewish  nation  and  the 
people  not  as  o  Xao^  ,  like  the  Sjmoptics  and  other  New 
Testament  writings,®  but  as  to  edvo^,  the  term  always 
employed  by  the  Jews  to  designate  the  Gentiles.^    A 

>  John  ii.  6,  13 ;  V.  1 ;  Ti.  4 ;  vii.  2 ;  xix.  40,  42,  &o.,  &c. 
«  76.,  viii.  17  ;  X.  34;  xv.  25,  &c.,  &c. 

«  76.,  T.  16,  18;  vii.  13,  19  f. ;  yiii.  40,  69 ;  ix.  22,  28 ;  xviii.  31  ff. ; 
xix.  12  ff.  *  John  viii.  44. 

*  Matt.  i.  21 ;  ii.  6  ;  iv.  6 ;  xiii.  15 ;  xv.  8 ;  xxi.  23,  &c.,  &c.  Mark 
vii.  6 ;  xi.  32  ;  xiv.  2,  &c.  Luke  i.  10, 17,  21, 68,  77 ;  ii.  10  ;  iii.  15 ;  vL 
17 ;  vii.  16 ;  xviii.  43,  &c.,  &c. 

•  John  xi.  48,  50,  51,  52 ;  of.  xviii.  35.    The  word  XaSs  is  only  twice 
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single  instance  of  the  distinctive  use  of  these  words  may 
be  given.  Luke  ii.  32  :  "A  light  to  lighten  the  Gentiles 
(ci9i/o9)  and  the  glory  of  thy  people  (Xaos)  Israel/'^ 
We  need  scarcely  point  out  that  the  Jesus  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  is  no  longer  of  the  race  of  David,  but  the  Son  of 
God.  The  expectation  of  the  Jews  that  the  Messiah 
should  be  of  the  seed  of  David  is  entirely  set  aside,  and 
the  genealogies  of  the  first  and  third  Synoptics  tracing 
his  descent  are  not  only  ignored,  but  the  whole  idea 
absolutely  excluded. 

Throughout  the  fourth  Gospel  a  number  of  mistakes 
of  various  kinds  occur  which  clearly  point  to  the  fact 
that  the  author  was  neither  a  Palestinian  nor  a  Jew 
at  all.  For  instance,  the  writer  calls  Annas  the  high 
priest,  although  at  the  same  time  Caiaphas  is  repre- 
sented as  also  holding  that  office.*  The  expression 
which  he  uses  is  :  "  Caiaphas  being  the  high  priest 
that  year "  (opx^cpevs  i^v  tqv  iviavrov  iKeCvov).  This 
statement,  made  more  than  once,  would  indicate  the 
belief  that  the  office  was  merely  annual,  which  is  erro- 
neous. Josephus  states  with  regaid  to  Caiaplias,  that 
he  was  high  priest  for  ten  years  from  a.d.  25 — 36.' 
Ewald   and   others    argue    that    the   expression   "that 

used  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  once  in  xi.  50,  where  IfBvos  occurs  in  the  same 
yerse,  and  again  in  xyiii.  14,  where  the  same  words  of  Caiaphas,  xi.  50, 
are  quoted.  It  is  found  in  yiii.  2,  but  that  episode  does  not  belong  to  the 
fourth  Gk>spel,  but  is  taken  from  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews. 

*  Cf.  Matt.  iy.  15 ;  yi.  32  ;  x.  5 ;  Mark,  x.  42 ;  xiii.  10 ;  Luke  xxi.  10, 
24,  25,  &c.,  &c. ;  Bom.  ii.  14  ;  iii.  29 ;  ix.  24 ;  Gal.  ii.  2, 8, 9, 12,  &c.,  &c, 
Ewald  himself  points  out  that  the  saying  of  Caiaphas  is  the  purest 
Greek,  and  this  is  another  proof  that  it  could  not  proceed  from  the 
son  of  Zebedee.  It  could  etiU  less  be,  as  it  stands,  an  original  speech  in 
Greek  of  the  high  priest  to  the  Jewish  Council,  a  point  which  does  not 
require  remark.    Cf.  Eivald,  Die  Joh.  Schr.,  i.  p.  325,  anm.  1. 

3  John  xi.  49,  51 ;  xyiii.  13, 16,  19,  22,  24, 

»  Antiq.  xyiii.  2,  §  2 ;  4,  §  3 ;  cf.  Matt.  xxyi.  3,  57. 
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year "  refers  to  the  year  in  which  the  death  of  Jesus, 
so  memorable  to  the  writer,  took  place,  and  that  it  does 
not  exclude  the  possibility  of  his  having  been  high 
priest  for  successive  years  also.^  This  explanation,  how- 
ever, is  quite  arbitrary  and  insufl5cient,  and  this  is 
shown  by  the  additional  error  in  representing  Annas  as 
also  high  priest  at  the  same  time.  The  Synoptics  know 
nothing  of  the  preliminary  examination  before  Annas, 
and  the  reason  given  by  the  writer  of  the  fourth  Gospel 
why  the  soldiers  first  took  Jesus  to  Annas  :  "  for  he  was 
father-in-law  to  Caiaphas,  who  was  high  priest  that  same 
year,"^  is  absurd.  The  a^jsertion  is  a  clear  mistake,  and 
it  probably  originated  in  a  stranger,  writing  of  facts  and 
institutions  with  which  he  was  not  well  acquainted, 
being  misled  by  an  error  equally  committed  by  the 
author  of  the  third  Gospel  and  of  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles.  In  Luke  iii.  2,  the  word  of  God  is  said  to 
come  to  John  the  Baptist :  "  in  the  high  priesthood  of 
Annas  and  Caiaphas  "  (cm  apx^^p^^^s  ""Awa  /cat  Kcucu^), 
and  again,  in  Acts  iv.  6,  Annas  is  spoken  of  as  the  high 
priest  when  Peter  and  John  healed  the  lame  man  at  the 
gate  of  the  Temple  which  was  called  "  Beautiful,"  and 
Caiaphas  is  mentioned  immediately  after :  ^'  and  Annas 
the  high  priest,  and  Caiaphas,  and  John,  and  Alexander, 
and  as  many  as  were  of  the  kindred  of  the  high  priest." 
Such  statements,  erroneous  in  themselves  and  not  under- 
stood by  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  may  have  led 
to  the  confusion  in  the  narrative.  Annas  had  previously 
been  high  priest,  as  we  know  from  Josephus,^  but  nothing 
is  more  certain  than  the  fact  that  the  title  was  not  con- 
tinued after  the  office  was  resigned;  and  Ishmael,  Eleazar, 

^  Die  Joh.  Sdu'.,  i.  p.  320,  aiim»  1 ;  Liicke,  Comment.  Ey.  Joh.,  ii.  p.  484. 
•  John  xviii.  13  »  Antiq.,  xyiii.  2,  §  1. 
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and  Simon,  who  succeeded  Annas  and  separated  his 
term  of  office  from  that  of  Caiaphas,  did  not  subse- 
quently bear  the  title.  The  narrative  is  a  mistake,  and 
such  an  error  could  not  have  been  committed  by  a  native 
of  Palestine,^  and  much  less  by  an  acquaintance  of  the 
high  priest* 

The  author  says,  in  relating  the  case  of  restoration  of 
sight  to  a  blind  man,  that  Jesus  desired  him :  (ix.  7) 
"  Go  wash  in  the  pool  of  Siloam/'  and  adds :  "  which  is 
by  interpretation :  Sent*'  This  is  a  distinct  error  arising 
out  of  ignorance  of  the  real  signification  of  the  name  of 
the  Pool,  which  means  a  spring,  a  fountain,  a  flow  of 
water.  The  writer  evidently  wishes  to  give  a  pro- 
phetical character  to  the  name,  and  thus  increase  the 
importance  of  the  miracle.  The  explanation  is  a  mere 
conceit  in  any  case,  and  a  foreigner  with  a  slight  know- 
ledge of  the  language  is  misled  by  the  superficial 
analogy  of  sound.^  Lucke  refuses  to  be  persuaded  that 
the  parenthesis  is  by  John  at  all,  and  evades  the  difficulty 
by  conjecturing  that  it  is  a  gloss  of  some  ancient 
allegorical  interpreter.* 

There  are  also  several  geographical  errors  committed 
which  denote  a  foreigner.  In  i.  28,  the  writer  speaks  of 
a  "  Bethany  beyond  Jordan,  where  John  was  baptizing/' 
The  substitution  of  "  Bethabara,"  mentioned  by  Origen, 
which  has  erroneously  crept  into  the  vulgar  text,  is  of 
course  repudiated  by  all  critics,  "  Bethany ''  standing  in 

'  BauTy  XJnters.  kan.  Ew.,  p.  332  f. ;  SchoKen^  Das  Ev.  Johannes, 
p.  300  ff.;  BreUchmder,  Probabilia,  p.  93  f. ;  Davidson,  Int.  N.  T.,  H. 
p.  429  f.;  Nicolas,  Et.  sur  la  Bible,  N.  T.,  p.  198  f. ;  Hifgeti/eJd,  Die  Evan- 
gelien,  p.  297,  anm.  1 ;  Keim,  Jeeu  y.  Nazara,  iii.  p.  321  ff. ;  Volhmar, 
Die  Eyangelien,  p.  586  f. ;  SchenJcel,  Das  Gharakt.  Jesn,  p.  3dd. 

'  John  xriii.  15. 

*  Bretschneider,  Probabilia,  p.  93;  Davidson,  Int.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  428. 

*  Comment.  Er.  Joh.,  ii.  p.  881.  .^^T^ 
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all  the  older  codices.  The  alteration  was  evidently  pro- 
posed to  obviate  the  difficulty  that  there  did  not  exist  any 
Bethany  beyond  Jordan  in  Peraea.  The  place  could  not 
be  the  Bethany  near  Jerusalem,  and  it  is  scarcely  possible 
that  there  could  have  been  a  second  village  of  the  name ; 
no  trace  of  it  existed  even  in  Origen's  time,  and  it  is 
utterly  unknown  now.^  Again,  in  iil  23,  the  writer 
says  that  "  John  was  baptizing  in  i£non,  near  to  Salim, 
because  there  was  much  water  there."  This  ^Enon  near 
to  Salim  was  in  Judaea,  as  is  clearly  stated  in  the 
previous  verse.  The  place,  however,  was  quite  imknown 
even  in  the  third  century,  and  the  nearest  locality  which 
could  be  indicated  as  possible  was  in  the  north  of 
Samaria,  and,  therefore,  diflFering  from  the  statements  in 
iii.  22,  iv.  3.  Mnon,  however,  signifies  '^  springs,"  and 
the  question  arises  whether  the  writer  of  the  fourth 
Gospel,  not  knowing  the  real  meaning  of  the  word,  did 
not  simply  mistake  it  for  the  name  of  a  place.^  In  any 
case  it  is  a  geographical  error  into  which  the  author  of 
the  fourth  Gospel,  had  he  been  the  Apostle  John,  could 
not  have  fallen.'  The  account  of  the  miracle  of  the  pool  of 
Bethesda  is  a  remarkable  one  for  many  reasons.  The  words 
which  most  pointedly  relate  the  miraculous  phenomena 
characterizing  the  pool  do  not  appear  in  the  oldest  MSS., 
and  are  consequently  rejected.  In  the  following  extract 
we  put  them  in  italics  :  v.  3. — "  In  these  (five  porches) 

'  BreUchneideTy  Probabilia,  p.  95  f. ;  Baur,  XJnters.  kan.  Evy.,  p.  831 ; 
Davidsm,  Int.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  427  ;  Schenkel,  Das  Charakt.  Jesu,  p.  354  ; 
cf.  Ewaldy  Gesch.  V.  Isr.,  p.  62,  anm.  1 ;  Liicke,  Comm.  Et.  Joh.,  L 
p.  391  ff. ;  Bleek,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  210  f. ;  Beitrage,  p.  256  f. 

»  SchoUen,  Daa  Ev.  Job.,  p.  409  f. 

»  SchoUen,  Das  Ev.  Job.,  p.  409  f. ;  Bretachneider,  Probabilia,  p.  96  f. ; 
Ntcotasy  Et  BUT  la  Bible,  N.  T.,  p.  199  f. ;  Schenkel,  Das  Cbarakt.  Jesu,  p. 
355 ;  cf.  Ewaldf  Gescb.  V.  Isr.,  v.  p.  262,  anm.  2  ;  Likkej  Comm.  Ey.  Job. , 
i.  p.  553  H*. 
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lay  a  multitude  of  the  sick,  halt,  withered,  ivaitiiuj  for 
the  moving  of  the  water.  4.  For  an  angel  went  down 
at  certain  seasons  into  the  "pool  and  trovhled  the  water : 
he,  therefore,  who  first  went  in  after  the  troubling  of  the 
water  was  made  whole  of  whatsoever  disease  he  had.'^ 
We  must  believe,  however,  that  this  passage  did  origin- 
ally belong  to  the  text,  and  has,  fix)m  an  early  period, 
been  omitted  from  MSS.  on  account  of  the  difficulty  it 
presents ;  and  one  of  the  reasons  which  points  to  this  is 
the  fact  that  verse  7,  which  is  not  questioned  and  has  the 
authority  of  all  codices,  absolutely  implies  the  existence 
of  the  previous  words,  without  which  it  has  no  sense. 
Now,  not  only  is  the  pool  of  Bethesda  totally  unknown 
at  the  present  day,  but  although  possessed  of  such 
miraculous  properties,  it  was  unknown  even  to  Josephus, 
or  any  other  writer  of  that  time.  It  is  impossible,  were 
the  narrative  genuine,  that  the  phenomena  could  have 
been  unknown  and  unmentioned  by  the  Jewish  historian,^ 
and  there  is  here  evidently  neither  the  narrative  of  an 
Apostle  nor  of  an  eye-witness. 

Another  very  significant  mistake  occurs  in  the  account 
of  the  conversation  with  the  Samaritan  woman,  which  is 
said  to  have  taken  place  (iv.  5)  near  "  a  city  of  Samaria 
which  is  called  Sychar."  It  is  admitted  that  there  was 
no  such  place — and  apologetic  ingenuity  is  severely 
taxed  to  explain  the  difficulty.  The  common  conjecture 
has  been  that  the  town  of  Sichem  is  intended,  but  this 
is  rightly  rejected  by  Delitzsch,^  and  Ewald.'    Credner,* 

^  Cf.  LUcke,  Coinm.  Et.  Job.,  ii.  p.  16  ff. ;  Ewald,  Die  Job.  Schr.,  L 
p.  200  ff. 

3  Talmudiaohe  Stud.  Zeitsclir,  gesammt.  luth.  Theol.  u,  Kiiche,  1856, 
p.  240  flf. 

*  Die  Job.  Schr.,  i.  p.  181,  aam.  1 ;  Gesoh.  Y.  Isr.,  T.  p.  348,  annu  1 ; 
Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  iriii.  p.  255  f. 
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not  unsupported  by  others,  and  borne  out  in  particular 
by  the  theory  of  Ewald,  conjectures  that  Sychar  is  a 
corruption  of  Sichem,  introduced  into  the  Gospel  by  a 
Greek  secretary  to  whom  this  part  of  the  Gospel  waa 
dictated,  and  who  mistook  the  Apostle's  pronunciation 
of  the  final  syllable.  We  constantly  meet  with  this 
elastic  explanation  of  difficulties  in  the  Gk)spel,  but  its 
mere  enunciation  displays  at  once  the  reality  of  the 
difficulties  and  the  imaginary  nature  of  the  explanation. 
Hengstenberg  adopts  the  view,  and  presses  it  with  pious 
earnestness,  that  the  term  is  a  mere  nickname  for  the 
city  of  Sichem,  and  that,  by  so  slight  a  change  in  the 
pronunciation,  the  Apostle  called  the  place  a  city  of  Lies 
(^i?.«?  a  lie),  a  play  upon  words  which  he  does  not  consider 
unworthy.**  The  only  support  which  this  latter  theory 
can  secure  irom  internal  evidence  is  to  be  derived  fix)m 
the  fact  that  the  whole  discourse  with  the  woman  is 
evidently  ideal,  and  as  Hengstenberg  himself  conjec- 
tures.  further  on,*  the  five  husbands  of  the  woman 
are  typical  of  the  Gods  of  the  five  nations  with  which 
the  King  of  Assyria  peopled  Samaria,  II.  Kings,  xvil 
24 — 41,  and  which  they  worshipped  instead  of  the  God 
of  Israel,  and  the  actual  God  of  the  Samaritans  was  not 
recognized  as  the  true  God  by  the  Jews,  nor  their  worship 
of  him  on  Mount  Gerizim  held  to  be  valid,  therefore,  he 
considers,  under  the  name  of  the  City  of  Sychar,  their 
whole  religion,  past  and  present,  was  denoimced  as  a  lie. 
There  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  episode  is  allegorical, 
but  such  a  defence  of  the  geographical  error,  the 
reality  of  which  is  everywhere  felt,  whilst  it  is 
quite  insufficient  on  the  one  hand,  effectually  destroys 
the  historical  character  of  the  Gospel  on   the  oth(ir. 

»  Das  By.  des  heiL  Job.,  1867,  i.  p.  244.  2  lb.,  L  p.  262  f. 
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The  inferences  from  all  of  the  foregoing  examples  are 
strengthened  by  the  fact  that,  in  the  quotations  from 
the  Old  Testament,  the  fom1;h  Gospel  in  the  main 
follows  the  Septuagint  version,  or  shows  its  influence, 
and  nowhere  can  be  shown  directly  to  translate  from 
the  Hebrew, 

These  instances  might  be  multiplied,  but  we  must 
proceed  to  examine  more  closely  the  indications  given  in 
the  Gospel  itself  as  to  the  identity  of  its  author.  We 
need  not  point  out  that  the  writer  nowhere  clearly  states 
who  he  is,  nor  mentions  his  name,  but  expressions  are 
frequently  used  which  evidently  show  the  desire  that  a 
particular  person  should  be  understood.  He  generally 
calls  himself  **  the  other  disciple,"  or  "  the  disciple  whom 
Jesus  loved.''  ^  It  is  universally  admitted  that  he  repre- 
sents himself  as  having  previously  been  a  disciple  of 
John  the  Baptist  (i.  35  flf.),*  and  also  that  he  is  "  the 
other  disciple"  who  was  acquainted  with  the  high 
priest  (xviii.  15,  16),^  if  not  an  actual  relative  as  Ewald 
and  others  assert.*  The  assumption  that  the  disciple 
thus  indicated  is  John,  rests  principally  on  the  fact  that 
whilst  the  author  mentions  the  other  Apostles,  he  seems 
studiously  to  avoid  directly  naming  John,  and  also  that 
he  only  once    distinguishes  John  the   Baptist  by  the 

*  John  i.  35  ff. ;  xiii.  23 ;  xix,  26,  35 ;  xx.  2. 

*  Credner,  EinL  N.  T.,  i.  p.  209 ;  Etvald,  Geech.  V.  Isr.,  y.  p.  323 ; 
Die  Job.  Schr.,  i.  p.  141  f. ;  De  Wette,  EinL  N.  T.,  p.  229 ;  Thiersch,  Die 
Kirohe  im  ap.  Zeit,  p.  265  f.;  MxchaelU,  EinL  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  1127; 
SchoJten,  Das  Ev.  Job.,  p.  378 ;  LOcke,  Coxnm.  Ev.  Job.,  i.  p.  443  f. ; 
Hengstenherg,  Das  Ey/d.  beiL  Job.,  i.  p.  106  f. 

^  Ewald,  Die  Job.  Scbr.,  i.  p.  400;  Likke,  Comm.  Ev.  Job.,  ii. 
p.  703  f. ;  Hengstenherg,  Das  Ey.  beil.  Job.,  iii.  p.  196  f.  ;  Bleek,  Einl. 
N.  T.,  p.  151  f. 

<  Ewald,  Die  Job.  Scbr.,  i.  p.  400 ;  BUeJc,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  151  ;  Ewald 
oonsiders  ibe  relationsbip  to  baye  been  on  tbe  motber's  side.  HengiUn" 
herg  contradicts  tbat  strange  assumption,  Das  Ey.  beiL  Job.  iii.  p*  196.  » 
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appellation  o  fianrurhjs,  whilst  he  carefully  distinguishes 
the  two  disciples  of  the  name  of  Judas,  and  always 
speaks  of  the  Apostle  Peter  as  "Simon  Peter,"  or 
"Peter,"  but  rarely  as  "Simon"  only.^  Without 
pausing  to  consider  the  slightness  of  this  evidence,  it 
s  obvious  that,  supposing  the  disciple  indicated  to  be 
John  the  son  of  Zebedee,  the  fourth  Gospel  gives  a 
representation  of  him  quite  different  from  the  Synoptics 
and  other  writings.  In  the  fourth  Gospel  (L  35  ft)  the 
calling  of  the  Apostle  is  described  in  a  peculiar  manner. 
John  (the  Baptist)  is  standing  with  two  of  his  disciples, 
and  points  out  Jesus  to  them  as  "  the  Lamb  of  God," 
whereupon  the  two  disciples  follow  Jesus,  and,  finding 
out  where  he  lives,  abide  with  him  that  day  and  sub- 
sequently attach  themselves  to  his  persoii.  In  verse  40 
it  is  stated  :  "  One  of  the  two  which  heai-d  John  speak, 
and  followed  him,  was  Andrew,  Simon  Peter's  brother." 
We  are  left  to  imagine  who  was  the  other,  and  the 
answer  of  critics  is :  John.  Now,  the  "  calling  "  of  John 
is  related  in  a  totally  diflferent  manner  in  the  Synoptics — 
Jesus,  walking  by  the  Sea  of  Galilee,  sees  "  two  brethren, 
Simon  called  Peter,  and  Andrew,  his  brother,  casting  a 
net  into  the  sea,  for  they  were  fishers,  and  he  saith  unto 
'  them :  FoUow  me,  and  I  will  make  you  fishers  of  men. 
And  they  straightway  left  their  nets  and  followed  him. 
And  when  he  had  gone  on  from  thence,  he  saw  other  two 
brethren,  James  the  son  of  Zebedee,  and  John  his 
brother,  in  the  ship  with  Zebedee  their  father,  mending 
their  nets ;  and  he  called  them.  And  they  immediately 
left  the  ship  and  their  father  and  followed  him."  ^    These 

>  Crtdner,  EnL  N.  T.,  i.  p.  209  {.;  De  WeUe,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  230; 
Bleek,  BeitriCge.  p.  178 ;  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  150  f. 
«  Matt  vs.  IS— 22 ;  Mark  i.  10—20. 
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accounts  are  in  complete  contradiction  to  «ach  other,  and 
both  cannot  h^  true.  We  see  from  the  first  introduction 
of  "the  other  disciple"  on  the  scene  in  the  fourth 
Gospel  the  evident  design  to  give  him  the  precedence 
before  Peter  and  the  rest  of  the  Apostles.  We  have  above 
given  the  account  of  the  first  two  Synoptics  of  the  Ciilling 
of  Peter.  He  is  the  first  of  the  disciples  who  is  selected, 
and  he  is  directly  invited  by  Jesus  to  foUow  him  and 
become,  with  his  brother  Andrew,  "fishers  of  men." 
James  and  John  are  not  called  till  later  in  the  day,  and 
without  the  record  of  any  special  address.  In  the  third 
Gospel  the  calling  of  Peter  is  introduced  with  still  more 
important  details.  Jesus  enters  the  boat  of  Simon  and 
bids  him  push  out  into  the  Lake  and  let  down  his  net,  and 
the  miraculous  draught  of  fishes  is  taken :  "  When  Simon 
Peter  saw  it,  he  fell  down  at  Jesus'  knees,  saying: 
Depart  from  me,  for  I  am  a  sinful  man,  0  Lord.  For 
he  was  astonished,  and  all  that  were  with  him,  at  the 
draught  of  fishes  which  they  had  taken."  The  calling  of 
the  sons  of  Zebedee  becomes  even  less  important  here, 
for  the  account  simply  continues:  "And  so  was  also 
James  and  John,  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  who  were 
partners  with  Simon."  Jesus  then  addresses  his  invita- 
tion to  Simon,  and  the  account  concludes  :  "  And  when 
they  had  brought  their  boats  to  land,  they  forsook  all,* 
and  followed  him."  ^  In  the  fourth  Gospel  the  calling 
of  the  two  disciples  of  John  is  first  narrated,  as  we  have 
seen  and  the  first  call  of  Peter  is  from  his  brother 
Andrew,  and  not  from  Jesus  himself.  "  He  (Andrew) 
first  findeth  his  own  brother  Simon,  and  saith  unto  him  : 
We  have  found  the  Messias  (which  is,  being  interpreted, 
Christ),  and  he  brought  him  to  Jesus.    Jesus  looked  on 

'Lukey.  I— 11. 
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him  and  said:  Thou  art  Simon,  the  son  of  Jonas; 
thou  shalt  be  called  Cephas  (which  is  by  interpretation, 
Peter)/'  ^  This  explanation  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
cognomen  Peter  is  given,  we  need  not  point  out,  is 
likewise  contradictory  to  the  Syncqptics,  and  betrays  the 
same  purpose  of  suppressing  the  prominence  of  Peter. 

The  fourth  Gospel  states  that  **the  other  disciple," 
who  is  declared  to  be  John,  the  author  of  the  Gospel, 
was  known  to  the  high  priest,  another  trait  amongst 
many  others  elevating  him  above  the  son  of  Zebedee  as 
he  is  depicted  elsewhere  in  the  New  Testament.  The 
account  which  the  fourth  Gospel  gives  of  the  trial  of 
Jesus  is  in  very  many  important  particulars  at  variance 
with  that  of  the  Synoptics.  We  need  only  mention 
here  the  point  that  the  latter  know  nothing  of  the  pre- 
liminary examination  by  Annas.  We  shall  not  discuss 
the  question  as  to  where  the  denial  of  Peter  is  repre- 
sented as  taking  place  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  but  may 
merely  say  that  no  other  disciple  but  Peter  is  mentioned 
in  the  Synoptics  as  having  followed  Jesus ;  and  Peter 
enters  without  difficulty  into  the  high  priest's  palace.^ 
In  the  fourth  Gospel,  Peter  is  made  to  wait  without  at 
the  door  until  John,  who  is  a  friend  of  the  high  priest 
and  freely  enters,  obtains  permission  for  Peter  to  go 
•in,  another  instance  of  the  precedence  which  is  sys- 
tematically given  to  John.  The  Synoptics  do  not  in 
this  particular  case    give  any  support    to  the  state- 

^  The  aathor  apparently  considered  that  Jonas  and  John  were  the  same 
name,  another  indication  of  a  foreigner.  Although  some  of  the  oldest 
Codioes  read  John  here  and  in  xxi.  15—17,  there  is  great  authority  for 
the  reading  Jona,  which  is  considered  hy  a  majority  of  critics  the 
original. 

»  John  i.  41—42. 

•  Matt.  xxTi.  68,  69 ;  Mark  xiy.  54,  66  j  Luke  xxii.  54  ff. 
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ment  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  certainly  in  nothing 
that  is  said  of  John  do  they  elsewhere  render  his 
acquaintance  with  the  high  priest  in  the  least  degree 
probable.  It  is,  on  the  contrary,  improbable  in  the 
extreme  that  the  young  fisherman  of  Galilee,  who  shows 
very  little  enlightenment  in  the  anecdotes  told  of  him  in 
the  Synoptics,  and  who  is  described  as  an  "  unlettered 
and  ignorant''  man  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  could 
have  any  acquaintance  with  the  high  priest.  Ewald 
who,  on  the  strength  of  the  word  yvmfrro^^  at  once 
elevates  him  into  a  relation  of  the  high  priest,  sees  in 
the  statement  of  Polycrates  that  late  in  life  he  wore  the 
priestly  TriraKoVy  a  confirmation  of  the  supposition  that 
he  was  of  the  high  priest's  race  and  family.^  The 
evident  Judaistic  tendency,  however,  which  made  John 
wear  the  priestly  mitre  may  distinguish  him  as  author 
of  the  Apocalypse,  but  it  is  fatal  to  the  theory  which 
makes  him  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  in  which  there 
is  so  complete  a  severance  from  Judaism. 

A  much  more  important  point,  however,  is  the  desig- 
nation of  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  who  is  identi- 
fied with  the  Apostle  John,  as  "  the  disciple  whom  Jesus 
loved."  It  is  scarcely  too  much  to  say,  that  this  sugges- 
tive appellation  alone  has  done  more  than  any  arguments 
to  ensure  the  recognition  of  the  work,  and  to  overcome 
the  doubts  as  to  ita  authenticity.  Religious  sentimen- 
tality, evoked  by  the  influence  of  this  tender  epithet, 
has  been  blind  to  historical  incongruities,  and  has  been 
willing  to  accept  with  little  question  from  the  "  beloved 
disciple "  a  portrait  of  Jesus  totally  unlike  that  of  the 
S3aioptics,  and  to  elevate  the  dogmatic  mysticism  and 

^  John  xyiii.  15. 

3  Die  Job.  Schr.,  i.  p.  400,  anm.  1 ;  BU^,  EinL  N.  T.,  p.  151.  ,^^T^ 
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artificial  discourses  of  the  one  over  the  sublime  morality 
and  simple  eloquence  of  the  other.  It  is  impossible  to 
reflect  seriously  upon  this  representation  of  the  relations 
between  one  of  the  disciples  and  Jesus  without  the  con- 
viction that  every  record  of  the  life  of  the  great  Teacher 
must  have  borne  distinct  traces  of  the  preference,  and 
that  the  disciple  so  honoured  must  have  attracted  the 
notice  of  every  early  writer  acquainted  with  the  facts. 
If  we  seek  for  any  evidence,  however,  that  John  was 
distinguished  with  such  special  affection — that  he  lay  on 
the  breast  of  Jesus  at  supper— that  even  the  Apostle 
Peter  recognised  his  superior  intimacy  and  influence  ^ — 
and  that  he  received  at  the  foot  of  the  cross  the  care  of 
his  mother  from  the  dying  Jesus  ^ — we  seek  in  vain. 
The  Synoptic  Gospels,  which  minutely  record  the  details 
of  the  last  supper  and  of  the  crucifixion,  so  far  fix>m 
mentioning  any  such  circumstances  or  such  distinction 
of  John,  do  not  even  mention  his  name,  and  Peter 
everywhere  has  precedence  before  the  sons  of  Zebedee. 
Almost  the  only  occasions  upon  which  any  prominence 
is  given  to  them  are  episodes  in  which  they  incur  the 
Master's  displeasure,  and  the  cognomen  of  "Sons  of 
thunder"  has  certainly  no  suggestion  in  it  of  special 
affection,  nor  of  personal  qualities  likely  to  attract  the 
great  Teacher.  The  selfish  ambition  of  the  brothers  who 
desire  to  sit  on  thrones  on  his  right  and  on  his  left,  and 
the  intolerant  temper  which  would  have  called  down  fire 
from  heaven  to  consume  a  Samaritan  village,  much 
rather  contradict  than  support  the  representation  of  the 
fourth  Gospel.  Upon  one  occasion,  indeed,  Jesus  in 
rebuking  them,  adds :  '*  Ye  know  not  what  manner  of 


John  iiii.  23-26.  a  lb.  xix.  25— 27^. 
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spirit  ye  are  of."^  It  is  perfectly  un  leni  ible  that  Joha 
nowhere  has  any  such  position  accorded  to  him  in  the 
Synoptics  as  this  designation  in  the  foiarth  Gospel 
implies.  In  the  lists  of  the  disciples  he  is  always  put  in 
the  fourth  place,^  and  in  the  first  two  Gospek  his  only 
distinguishing  designation  is  that  of  "the  brother  of 
James/'  or  one  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee.  The  Apostle 
Peter  in  all  of  the  Synoptics  is  the  leader  of  the  disciples. 
He  it  is  who  alone  is  represented  as  the  mouth-piece  of 
the  twelve  or  as  holding  conversation  with  Jesus ;  and 
the  only  occasions  on  which  the  sons  of  Zebedee  address 
Jesus  are  those  to  which  we  have  referred,  upon  which 
his  displeasure  was  incurred.  The  angel  who  appears  to 
the  women  after  the  resurrection  desires  them  to  tell  his 
disciples  *'and  Peter"  that  Jesus  will  meet  them  in 
Galilee,^  but  there  is  no  message  for  any  "  disciple  whom 
he  loved."  If  Peter,  James,  and  John  accompany  the 
Master  to  the  mount  of  transfiguration  and  are  witnesses 
of  his  agony  in  the  garden,  regarding  which,  however, 
the  fourth  Gospel  is  totally  silent,  the  two  brethren 
remain  in  the  back  ground,  and  Peter  alone  acts  a  promi* 
nent  part.  If  we  turn  to  the  Epistles  of  Paul,  we  do  not 
find  a  single  trace  of  acquaintance  with  the  fact  that 
Jesus  honoured  John  with  any  special  aflfection,  and  the 
opportunity  of  referring  to  such  a  distinction  was  not 
wanting  when  he  writes  to  the  Galatians  of  his  visit  to 
the  "  Pillar  "  Apostles  in  Jerusalem,     Here  again,  how- 


'  Luke  ix.  oo.  These  words  are  omitted  from  some  of  the  oldest  MSS., 
but  thoy  are  in  Cod.  D  (Bezee)  and  many  other  yery  important  texts,  as 
weU  as  in  some  of  the  oldest  yersions,  besides  being  quoted  by  the 
Fathers,  They  were  probably  omitted  after  the  claim  of  John  to  be  the 
**  beloved  disciple  '*  became  admitted. 

3  Matt.  X.  2—4  ;  Mark,  iii.  16—19 ;  Luke  yi.  14— 16, 

'  Mark  xvL  7. 
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ever,  we  fiDd  no  prominence  given  to  John,  but  the 
contrary,  his  name  still  being  mentioned  last  and  without 
any  special  comment.  In  none  of  the  Pauline,  or  other 
Epistles,  is  there  any  allusion,  however  distant,  to  any 
disciple  whom  Jesus  specially  loved.  The  Apocalypse, 
which,  if  any  book  of  the  New  Testament  can  be  traced 
to  him,  must  be  ascribed  to  the  Apostle  John,  makes  no 
claim  whatever  to  such  a  distinction.  In  none  of  the 
Apocryphal  Gospels  is  there  the  slightest  indication  of 
knowledge  of  the  fact,  and  if  we  come  to  the  Fathers 
even,  it  is  a  striking  circumstance  that  there  is  not  a 
trace  of  it  in  any  early  work,  and  not  the  most  remote 
indication  of  any  independent  tradition  that  Jesus  dis- 
tinguished John  or  any  other  individual  disciple  with 
peculiar  friendship.  The  Roman  Clement,  in  referring  to 
the  example  of  the  Apostles,  only  mentions  Peter  and 
Paul.^  Polycarp,  who  is  described  as  a  disciple  of  the 
Apostle  John,  knows  nothing  of  his  having  been  espe- 
cially loved  by  Jesus.  Pseudo-Ignatius  does  not  refer  to 
him  at  all  in  the  Syriac  Epistles,  or  in  either  version  of 
the  seven  Epistles.^  Papias,  in  describing  his  interest 
in  hearing  what  the  Apostles  said,  gives  John  no  promi- 
nence :  "  I  enquired  minutely  after  the  words  of  the 
Presbyters :  What  Andrew,  or  what  Peter  said,  or 
what  Philip  or  what  Thomas  or  James,  or  what  John  or 
Matthew,  or  what  any  other  of  the  disciples  of  the  Lord, 
and  what  Aristion  and  the  Presbyter  John,  the  disciples 
of  the  Lord,  say,"'  &c 

*  Ad  Corintli.,  v. 

^  Indeed  in  the  universally  repudiated  Epistles,  beyond  the  fact  that 
two  are  addressed  to  John,  in  which  he  is  not  called  *<  the  disciple  whom 
Jesus  loved,"  the  only  mention  of  him  is  the  statement,  "John  was 
banished  to  Patmos."    Ad  Tars.,  iii 

»  Eueehius,  H.  E.,  iii.  39.  ^  , 
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As  a  fact,  it  is  undenied  and  imdeuiable  that  the 
representation  of  John,  or  of  any  other  disciple,  as 
specially  beloved  by  Jesus,  is  limited  solely  and  entirely 
to  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  that  there  is  not  even  a  trace 
of  independent  tradition  to  support  the  claim,  whilst  on 
the  other  hand  the  total  silence  of  the  earlier  Gospels 
and  of  the  other  New  Testament  writings  on  the  point, 
and  indeed  their  data  of  a  positive  and  contradictory 
character,  oppose  rather  than  support  the  correctness  of 
the  later  and  mere  personal  assertion.  Those  who 
abandon  sober  criticism,  and  indulge  in  mere  sentimental 
rhapsodies  on  the  impossibility  of  the  author  of  the 
fourth  (Jospel  being  any  other  than  "  the  disciple  whom 
Jesus  loved,"  strangely  ignore  the  fact  that  we  have  no 
reason  whatever,  except  the  assurance  of  the  author 
himself,  to  believe  that  Jesus  specially  loved  any  disciple, 
and  much  less  John  the  Son  of  Zebedee.  Indeed,  the 
statements  of  the  fourth  Gospel  itself  on  the  subject  are 
so  indirect  and  intcntionaUy  vague  that  it  is  not  abso- 
lutely clear  what  disciple  is  indicated  as  **  the  beloved," 
and  it  has  even  been  maintained  that,  not  John  the  son 
of  Zebedee,  but  Andrew  the  brother  of  Simon  Peter  was 
"  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved,''  and  consequently  the 
supposed  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel.^ 

We  have  hitherto  refrained  from  referring  to  one  of 
the  most  singular  features  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  the  chapter 
xxi.,  which  is  by  many  cited  as  the  most  ancient  testi- 
mony for  the  authenticity  of  the  work,  and  which 
requires  particular  consideration.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
Gospel  is  brought  to  a  conclusion  by  verses  30,  31  of 
chapter  xx.,  and  critics  are  universally  agreed  at  least 
that,  whoever  may  be  its  author,  chapter  xxi.  is  a  supplo- 

>•  LUtzdberger,  Die  kirchl.  Tradition  Uber  d.  Apost.  Joh.,  p.  199  ff.       | 
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mcnt  only  added  after  an  interval.  By  whom  was  it 
written  1  As  may  be  supposed,  critics  have  given  very 
diflFerent  replies  to  this  important  question.  Many 
aflirm,  and  with  much  probability,  that  chapter  xxi. 
was  subsequently  added  to  the  Gospel  by  the  author 
himself.^  A  few,  however,  exclude  the  last  two  verses, 
which  they  consider  to  have  been  added  by  another 
hand.*  A  much  larger  number  assert  that  the  whole 
chapter  is  an  ancient  appendix  to  the  Gospel  by  a  writer 
who  was  not  the  author  of  the  Gospel'  A  few  likewise 
reject  the  last  two  verses  of  the  preceding  chapter.*  In 
this  supplement  (v.  20)  "  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved, 
who  also  leaned  on  his  breast  at  the  supper  and  said : 
Lord,  which  is  he  that  betray eth  thee?"  is  (v.  24) 
identified  with  the  author  of  the  Gospel. 

»  Credner,  EinL  N.  T.,  i.  p.  222  f . ;  Hil^en/eld,  Die  Evangelien,  p. 
317  ff. ;  Zeitschr.  wiss.  TheoL,  1868,  p.  435  ff. ;  Weitzely  Stud.  u.  Krit, 
1849,  p.  696  ff.  ;  Schleiermacher,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  331 ;  J.  P.  Lauge,  Gesch. 
chr.  Eirche,  1854,  ii.  p.  421  ;  Luthardt,  Das  Joh.  Evang.,  L  p.  17  f.,  ii. 
p.  458  f. ;  Wegscheider,  EinL  Ev.  Joh.,  p.  173  ;  Michadis,  Einl.  N.  T.,  ii. 
p.  1170  f.;  Weskvity  Int.  to  the  Study  of  the  Gospels,  1872,  p.  254; 
Bvnan,  Vie  de  J^sus,  xiii"«  6d.,  p.  Ixxiii. ;  Hengstenbergf  Das  Ev.  d.  heil. 
Joh.,  p.  322  ff. ;  Tholuck,  Glaubw.  ev.  G^esch.,  p.  274  ;  Querkkf,  Beitrage, 
p.  68 ;  Utig,  Einl.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  250  ff. 

«  Crcfluer,  Einl.  N.  T.,  i.  p.  232  ;  J.  P.  Lange,  Gesch.  d.  Kirche,  iL  p. 
418 ;  Tholucky  Glaubw.  ev.  Gesch.,  p.  274 ;  Querichr,  Beitrage,  p.  68 ; 
Hti^,  Einl.  N.  T.  ii.  p.  250  ff. 

»  Bleeh,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  219  f. ;  Bertholdt,  Einl.  A.  u.  N.  T.,  iii.  p. 
1326  ff. ;  ClericuSf  Ad  Hammondi  in  Ev.  Joh.  annott. ;  Davidwit,  Int. 
N.  T.,  ii.  pp.  339,  426  f.;  Evmldy  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  iii.,  1850—51, 
p.  171  f.;  X.  1859—60,  p.  87;  Die  Joh.  Schr.,  i.  p.  64  ff. ;  GrotiuSy  Annot 
ad  Joh.,  XX.  30,  xxi.  24 ;  JTeim,  Jesu  v.  Nazara,  i.  p.  157  f . ;  LScke, 
Comm.  Ev.  Joh.,  ii.  p.  826  ff. ;  Nendecker,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  334  f.,  anm.  4 ; 
Faulus,  Report,  ii.  p.  327  ;  BeviUe,  Bev.  de  TheoL,  1854,  ix.  p.  345;  SchoH, 
Comment,  de  engine  et  indole  cap.  ult.  Ev.  Joh.,  1825;  Isagoge,  §  43. 
p.  155  ;  Schatkely  Das  Charakt.  Jesu,  p.  32  ;  SchoUen,  Das  Ev.  Johan.,  pp. 
4  ff.,  57  ff. ;  8pm,  Zeitschr.  wiss,  TheoL,  1868,  p.  192  ff. ;  Semler,  Hist- 
EinL  Baumgarten's  TJnters,  TheoL  Streitigk.,  p.  62 ;  Volhnar,  Die  Evan- 
gelien, p.  641  f. ;  ITcww,  Dieeyang.  Gesch.,  i.  p.  99;  Weiz^Ucker,  Unters. 
evang.  Gesch.,  p.  301  f.  *  Baur,  Unters.  kan.  Eyv.,  p.  236  ff- 
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We  may  here  state  the  theory  of  Ewald  with  regard  ■ 
to  the  composition  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  which  is 
largely  deduced  from  considerations  connected  with  the 
last  chapter,  and  which,  although  more  audaciously 
minute  in  its  positive  and  arbitrary  statement  of  details 
than  any  other  with  which  we  are  acquainted,  introduces 
more  or  less  the  explanations  generally  given  regarding 
the  composition  of  chapter  xxi.  Out  of  all  the  indi- 
cations in  the  work,  Ewald  decides  : 

"  1.  That  the  Gospel,  completed  at  the  end  of  chapter . 
XX.,  was  composed  by  the  Apostle  about  the  year  80,  with 
the  free  help  of  friends,  not  to  be  immediately  circulated 
throughout  the  world,  but  intended  to  remain  limited  to  a 
narrow  circle  of  friends  until  his  death,  and  only  then  to 
be  published  as  his  legacy  to  the  whole  of  Christendom. 
In  this  position  it  remained  ten  years,  or  even  longer. 

2.  As  that  preconceived  opinion  regarding  the  life 
or  death  of  the  Apostle  (xxL  23)  had  perniciously 
spread  itself  throughout  the  whole  of  Christendom,  the 
Apostle  himself  decided  even  before  his  death  to  coun- 
teract it  in  the  right  way  by  giving  a  correct  statement  of 
the  circumstances.  The  same  friends,  therefore,  assisted 
him  to  design  the  very  important  supplement,  chapter  xxi., 
and  this  could  still  be  very  easily  added,  as  the  book  was 
not  yet  published.  His  friends  proceeded,  nevertheless, 
somewhat  naore  freely,  in  its  composition,  than  previously 
in  writing  the  book  itself,  and  allowed  their  own 
hand  more  clearly  to  gleam  through,  although  here, 
as  in  the  rest  of  the  work,  they  conformed  to  the  will 
of  the  Apostle,  and  did  not,  even  in  the  supplement, 
openly  declare  his  name  as  the  author.  As  the  supple- 
ment, however,  was  to  form  a  closely  connected  part  of 
the  whole  work,  they  gave  at  its  end  (verses  24  f ),  as  it 

VOL.  n.  F-  F  \\^ 
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now  seemed  to  them  suitable,  a  new  conclusion  to  the 
augmented  work. 

3.  As  the  Apostle  himself  desired  that  the  precon- 
ceived opinion  regarding  him,  which  had  been  spread 
abroad  to  the  prejudice  of  Christendom,  should  be  con- 
tradicted as  soon  as  possible,  and  even  before  his  death, 
he  now  so  far  departed  from  his  earlier  wish,  that  he 
permitted  the  circulation  of  his  Gospel  before  his  death. 
We  can  accept  this  with  all  certainty,  and  have  therein 

.  a  trustworthy  testimony  regarding  the  whole  original 
history  of  our  book 

4.  When  the  Gospel  was  thus  published,  it  for  the  first 
time  was  gradually  named  after  our  Apostle,  even  in  its 
external  superscription :  a  nomination  which  had  then 
become  all  the  more  necessary  and  durable  for  the 
purpose  of  distinction,  as  it  was  united  in  one  whole 
with  the  other  Gospela  The  world,  however,  has  at  all 
times  known  it  only  under  this  wholly  right  title,  and 
could  in  no  way  otherwise  know  it  and  otherwise  name  it/'^ 

In  addressing  om'selves  to  each  of  these  points  in 
detail,  we  shall  be  able  to  discuss  the  principal  questions 
coimected  with  the  fourth  GospeL 

The  theory  of  Ewald,  that  the  fourth  Gospel  was 
written  down  with  the  assistance  of  friends  in  Ephesua, 
haj9  been  imagined  solely  to  conciliate  certain  phenomena 
presented  throughout  the  Gospel,  and  notably  in  the  last 
chapter,  with  the  foregone  conclusion  that  it  was  written 
by  the  Apostle  John.  It  is  apparent  that  there  is  not  a 
single  word  in  the  work  itself  explaining  such  a  mode  of 
composition,  and  that  the  hypothesis  proceeds  purely 
from  the  ingenious  imagination  of  the  critic.  The  nature 
of  the  language  in  which  the  Gospel  is  composed,  the 

»  Die  Job.  Schr.  i  p.  56  f. ;  cf.  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wise.,  iii.  p.  171  ff. 
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manner  in  which  the  writer  is  indirectly  indicated  in  the 
third  person,  and  even  in  the  body  of  the  work  (xix.  35) 
reference  is  made  to  the  testimony  of  a  third  person, 
combined  with  the  similarity  of  the  style  of  the  supple- 
mentary chapter,  which  is  an  obvious  addition  intended, 
however,  to  be  understood  as  written  by  a  diflferent 
hand,  have  rendered  these  conjectures  necessary  to 
reconcile  such  obvious  incongruities  with  the  ascription 
of  the  work  to  the  Apostle.  The  substantial  identity  of 
the  style  and  vocabulary  of  chapter  xxi.  with  the  rest  of 
the  Gospel  is  asserted  by  a  multitude  of  the  most  com- 
petent critics.  Ewald,  whilst  he  recognizes  the  great 
similarity,  maintains  at  the  same  time  a  real  dissimi- 
larity, for  which  he  accoimts  in  the  manner  just  quoted. 
The  language,  Ewald  admits,  agrees  fully  in  many  rare 
nuances  with  that  of  the  rest  of  the  Gospel,  but  he  does 
not  take  the  trouble  to  prove  the  decided  dissimilarities 
which,  he  asserts,  likewise  exist.  A  less  diflference  than 
that  which  he  finds  might,  he  thinks,  be  explained  by 
the  interval  which  had  elapsed  between  the  writing  of 
the  work  and  of  the  supplement,  but  "the  wonderful 
similarity,  in  the  midst  of  even  greater  dissimilarity,  of 
the  whole  tone  and  particularly  of  the  style  of  the 
composition  is  not  thereby  accounted  for.  This, 
therefore,  leads  us,"  he  continues,  "  to  the  opinion  :  The 
Apostle  made  use,  for  writing  down  his  words,  of  the 
hand  and  even  of  the  skill  of  a  trusted  friend  who  later 
on  his  own  authority  (fiir  sich  allein)  wrote  the  sup- 
plement. The  great  similarity,  as  weU  as  dissimilarity, 
of  the  style  of  both  parts  in  this  way  becomes  intel- 
ligible ;  the  trusted  friend  (probably  a  Presbyter  in 
Ephesus)  adopted  much  of  the  language  and  mode  of 
expression  of  the  youthful  old  Apostle,  without,  how- 

»         F    P    2  T 
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ever,  where  he  wrote  more  in  his  own  person,  being 
carefully  solicitous  of  imitating  them.  But  even  through 
this  contrast,  and  the  definite  declaration  in  v.  24,  the 
Apostolical  origin  of  the  book  itself  becomes  all  the  more 
clearly  apparent ;  and  thus  the  supplement  proves  from 
the  most  diverse  sides  how  certainly  this  Gospel  was 
written  by  the  trusted  disciple."*  Elsewhere,  Ewald 
more  clearly  explains  the  share  in  the  work  which  he 
assigns  to  the  Apostle's  disciple  :  "  The  proposition  that 
this  Apostle  composed  in  a  unique  way  our  likewise 
imique  Gospel  is  to  be  understood  only  with  that 
important  limitation  upon  which  I  always  laid  so 
much  stress :  for  John  himself  did  not  compose  this 
work  quite  so  directly  as  Paul  did  most  of  his 
Epistles,  but  the  young  friend  who  wrote  it  down  from 
his  lips,  and  who,  in  the  later  appendix,  chapter  xxi., 
comes  forward  in  the  most  open  way  without  desiring 
in  the  slightest  to  conceal  his  separate  identity,  does  his 
work  at  other  times  somewhat  freely,  in  that  he  never 
introduces  the  narrator  speaking  of  himself  and  his 
participation  in  the  events*  with  *  I '  or  *  we,'  but  only 
indirectly  indicates  his  presence  at  such  events,  and, 
towards  the  end,  in  preference  refers  to  him,  from  his 
altogether  peculiar  relation  to  Christ,  as  *the  disciple 
whom  the  Lord  loved,'  so  that,  in  one  passage,  he  even 
speaks  of  him,  in  regard  to  an  important  historical  testi- 
mony (xix.  35),  as  of  a  third  person."  Ewald  then  main- 
tains that  the  agreement  between  the  Gospel  and  the 
Epistles,  and  more  especially  the  first,  which  he  affirms, 
without  vouchsafing  a  word  of  evidence,  to  have  been 
written  down  by  a  difierent  hand,  proves  that  we  have 
substantially  only   the    Apostle's    very  peculiar    com- 

»  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  iii.  1850—51,  p.  173. 
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position,  and  that  his  friend  as  much  as  possible  gave 
bis  own  words.^ 

It  is  obvious  from  this  elaborate  explanation,  which  we 
need  scarcely  say  is  full  of  mere  assumptions,  that,  in 
order  to  connect  the  Apostle  John  with  the  Gospel, 
Ewald  is  obliged  to  assign  him  a  very  peculiar  position 
in  regard  to  it :  he  recognizes  that  some  of  the  charac- 
teristics of  the  work  exclude  the  supposition  that  the 
Apostle  could  himself  have  written  the  Gospel,  so  he 
represents  him  as  dictating  it,  and  his  Secretary  as  taking 
considerable  liberties  with  the  composition  as  he  writes  it 
down,  and  even  as  introducing  references  of  his  own  ;  as, 
for  instance,  in  the  passage  to  which  he  refers,  where,  in 
regard  to  the  statement  that  at  the  Crucifixion  a  soldier 
pierced  the  side  of  the  already  dead  Jesus  and  that  forth- 
with there  came  out  blood  and  water  (xix.  35),  it  is  said : 
"  And  he  that  saw  it  hath  borne  witness,  and  his  witness 
is  true  ;  and  he  knoweth  that  he  saith  true,  that  ye  may 
believe."  ^  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  writer  refers  to 
the  testimony  of  another  person «— the  friend  who  is 
writing  down  the  narrative,  says  Herr  Ewald,  refers  to 
the  Apostle  who  is  actually  dictating  it  Again,  in  the 
last  chapter,  as  elsewhere  throughout  the  work,  "  the 
disciple  whcrm  Jesus  loved,"  who  is  the  author,  is  spoken 

»  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  x.  1859—60,  p.  87  f. 

^  We  do  not  go  into  any  discossion  on  the  nse  of  the  word  iicctvos. 
We  believe  that  the  reference  is  distinctly  to  another,  but  even  if  taken  to 
be  to  himself  in  the  third  person,  the  passage  is  not  less  extraordinary, 
and  the  argument  holds. 

»  Weisse,  Die  ev.  Gesch.,  i.  p.  101  ff.,  ii.  p.  327  ff.  ;  LiOzelberger,  Die 
kirchl.  Trad.  Ap.  Joh.,  p:  205  ff.  ;  Kdstlin,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1861,  p.  207 ; 
J?i7^en/c?d,  Die  Evangelien,  p.  341 ;  Zeitschr.  wiss.  Theol.,  1859,  p.  414  f., 
1861,  p.  313  ff. ;  WeizMcker,  TJnters.  ev.  Gesch.,  p.  300 ;  Davidson,  Int. 
N.  T.,  ii.  p.  436  f. ;  Schenkd,  Das^Oharakt.  Jesu,  1864,  p.  32 ;  Tohler,  Evan- 
gelienfrage,  p.  33  ff. ;  Zeitschr.  wiss.  TheoL,  1860,  p.  177  f. ;  Scholten, 
Das  Ev.  Joh.,  p.  385. 
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of  in  the  third  person,  and  also  in  verse  24  :  "  This  is  the 
disciple  which  testifieth  of  these  things,  and  wrote  these 
things''  (koI  ypai^a^  raCra).  This,  according  to  Ewald, 
is  the  same  secretary,  now  writing  in  his  own  person. 
The  similarity  between  this  declaration  and  the  appeal 
to  the  testimony  of  another  person  in  xix.  35,  is  cer- 
tainly complete,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  both 
proceed  from  the  same  pen  ;  but  beyond  the  assertion  of 
Herr  Ewald  there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  that  a 
secretary  wrote  the  Gospel  from  the  dictation  of  another, 
and  ventured  to  interrupt  the  narrative  by  such  a  refer- 
ence to  testimony,  which,  upon  the  supposition  that  the 
Apostle  John  was  known  as  the  actual  author,  is  singu- 
larly out  of  place.  If  John  wrote  the  Gospel,  why  should 
he  appeal  in  utterly  vague  terms  to  his  own  testimony, 
and  upon  such  a  point,  when  the  mere  fact  that  he 
himself  wrote  the  statement  was  the  most  direct  testi- 
mony in  itself  %  An  author  who  composed  a  work  which 
he  desired  to  ascribe  to  a  **  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved  " 
might  have  made  such  a  reference  as  xix.  35,  in  his 
anxiety  to  support  such  an  affirmation,  without  sup- 
posing that  he  had  really  compromised  his  design,  and 
might  have  naturaUy  added  such  a  statement  as  that  in 
the  last  two  verses,  but  nothing  but  the  foregone  conclu- 
sion that  the  Apostle  John  was  the  real  author  could  have 
suggested  such  an  explanation  of  these  passages.  It  is 
throughout  assumed  by  Ewald  and  others,  that  John 
wrote  in  the  first  instance,  at  least,  specially  for  a  narrow 
circle  of  friends,  and  the  proof  of  this  is  considered  to  be 
the  statement  of  the  object  with  which  it  was  written  : 
"that  ye  may  believe,''  ^  &c.,  a  phrase,  we  may  remark, 

»  Jolin  XX.  31 ;  Ewald,  Die  Joh.  Schr.,  i.  p.  56  f. ;  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss., 
iii.  p.  171 ;  Bleeh,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  303. 
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which  is  identical  with  that  of  the  very  verse  (xix.  35) 
with  which  the  secretary  is  supposed  to  have  had  so 
much  to  do.  It  is  very  remarkable,  upon  this  hypothesis, 
that  in  xix.  35,  it  is  considered  necessary  even  for  this 
narrow  circle,  who  knew  the  Apostle  so  well,  to  make 
such  an  appeal,  as  well  as  to  attach  at  its  close  (xxi.  24), 
for  the  benefit  of  the  world  in  general  as  Ewald  will  have 
it,  a  certificate  of  the  trustworthiness  of  the  (Jospel. 

Upon  no  hypothesis  which  supposes  the  Apostle  John 
the  author  of  the  fourth  Grospel  is  such  an  explanation 
credible.  That  the  Apostle  himself  could  have  written 
of  himself  the  words  in  xix  35  is  impossible.  After 
having  stated  so  much  that  is  much  more  surprising  and 
contradictory  to  all  experience  without  reference  to  any 
witness,  it  would  indeed  have  been  strange  had  he  here 
appealed  to  himself  as  to  a  separate  individual,  and  on 
the  other  hand  it  is  quite  inadmissible  to  assume  that  a 
friend  to  whom  he  is  dictating  should  interrupt  the 
narrative  to  introduce  a  passage  so  inappropriate  to  the 
work,  and  so  unnecessary  for  any  circle  acquainted  with 
the  Apostolic  author.  K,  as  Ewald  argues,  the  peculiari- 
ties of  his  style  of  composition  were  so  well  known  that 
it  was  unnecessary  for  the  writer  more  clearly  to  desig- 
nate himself  either  for  the  first  readers,  or  for  the 
Christian  world,  the  passages  we  are  discussing  are  all 
the  more  inappropriate.  That  any  guarantee  of  the 
truth  of  the  Gospel  should  have  been  thought  desirable 
for  readers  who  knew  the  work  to  be  composed  by  the 
Apostle  John,  and  who  believed  him  to  be  "  the  disciple 
whom  Jesus  loved,"  is  inconceivable,  and  that  any  anony- 
mous and  quite  indirect  testimony  to  its  genuineness 
should  either  have  been  considered  necessary,  or  of  any 
value,  is  still  more   incredible.     It  is  impossible   that 
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nameless  Presbyters  of  Ephesus  could  venture  to  accredit 
a  Gospel  written  by  the  Apostle  John ;  and  any  intended 
attestation  must  have  taken  the  simple  and  direct  course 
of  stating  that  the  work  had  been  composed  by  the 
Apostle.  The  peculiarities  we  are  discussing  seem  to  us 
explicable  only  upon  the  supjjosition  that  the  writer  of 
the  Gospel  desired  that  it  should  be  understood  to  be 
written  by  a  certain  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved,  but  did 
not  choose  distinctly  to  name  him  or  directly  to  make 
such  an  affirmation. 

It  is,  we  assert,  impossible  that  an  Apostle  who  com- 
posed a  history  of  the  life  and  teaching  of  Jesus  could 
have  failed  to  attach  his  name,  naturally  and  simply,  as 
testimony  of  the  trustworthiness  of  his  statements,  and 
of  his  fitness  as  an  eye-witness  to  compose  such  a  record. 
As  the  writer  of  the  fourth  Gospel  does  not  state  his 
name,  Herr  Ewald  ascribes  the  omission  to  the  "  incom- 
parable modesty  and  delicacy  of  feeling"  of  the  Apostle 
John.  We  must  briefly  examine  the  validity  of  this 
explanation.  It  is  universally  admitted,  and  by  Ewald 
himself,  that  although  the  writer  does  not  directly  name 
himself,  he  very  clearly  indicates  that  he  is  "  the  other 
disciple  "  and  *'  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved."  We 
must  affirm  that  such  a  mode  of  indicating  himself  is 
incomparably  less  modest  than  the  simple  statement  of 
his  name,  and  it  is  indeed  a  glorification  of  himself 
beyond  anything  in  the  Apocalypse.  But  not  only  is 
the  explanation  thus  discredited  but,  in- comparing  the 
details  of  the  Gospel  with  those  of  the  Synoptics,  we 
find  still  more  certainly  how  little  modesty  had  to  do 
with  the  suppression  of  his  name.  In  the  Synoptics  a 
very  marked  precedence  of  the  rest  of  the  disciples  is 
ascribed  to  the  Apostle  Peter ;  and  the  sons  of  Zebedee 
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are  represented  in  all  of  them  as  holding  a  subordinate 
place.  This  representation  is  confirmed  by  the  Pauline 
Epistles  and  by  tradition.  In  the  fourth  Gospel,  a  very 
diflferent  account  is  given,  and  the  author  studiously 
elevates  the  Apostle  John, — that  is  to  say,  according  to 
the  theory  that  he  is  the  writer  of  the  Gospel,  himself, — 
in  every  way  above  the  Apostle  Peter.  Apart  from  the 
general  pre-eminence  claimed  for  himself  in  the  very 
name  of  "  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved,"  we  have  seen 
that  he  deprives  Peter  in  his  own  favour  of  the  honour  of 
being  the  first  of  the  disciples  who  was  called ;  he  sup- 
presses the  account  of  the  circumstances  imder  which 
that  Apostle  was  named  Peter,  and  gives  another  and 
trifling  version  of  the  incident,  reporting  elsewhere 
indeed  in  a  very  subdued  and  modified  form,  and  with- 
out the  commendation  of  the  Master,  the  recognition  of 
the  divinity  of  Jesus,  which  in  the  first  Gospel  is  the 
cause  of  his  change  of  name.^  He  is  the  intimate  friend 
of  the  Master,  and  even  Peter  has  to  beg  him  to  ask  at  the 
Supper  who  was  the  betrayer.  He  describes  himself  as 
the  friend  of  the  High  Priest,  and  while  Peter  is  excluded, 
he  not  only  is  able  to  enter  into  his  palace,  but  he  is 
the  means  of  introducing  Peter.  The  denial  of  Peter  is 
given  without  mitigation,  but  his  bitter  repentance  is  not 
mentioned.  He  it  is  who  is  singled  out  by  the  dying 
Jesus  and  entrusted  with  the  charge  of  his  mother.  He 
outruns  Peter  in  their  race  to  the  Sepulchre,  and  in  the 
final  appearance  of  Jesus  (xxi.  15)  the  more  important 
position  is  assigned  to  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved. 
It  is,  therefore,  absurd  to  speak  of  the  incomparable 
modesty  of  the  writer,  who,  if  he  does  not  give  his  name, 
not    only   clearly    indicates    himself,    but    throughout 

>  Matt.  xvi.  13—19 ;  .cf.  Mark  yiiL  29 ;  Luke  ix.  20. 
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assumes  a  pre-eminence  which  is  not  supported  by  the 
authority  of  the  Synoptics  and  othOT  writings,  but  is 
heard  of  alone  from  his  own  narrative. 

Ewald  argues  that  chapter  xxi  must  have  been 
written,  and  the  Gospel  as  we  have  it,  therefore,  have 
been  completed,  before  the  death  of  the  Apostle  John, 
He  considers  the  supplement  to  have  been  added  spe- 
cially to  contradict  the  report  regarding  John  (xxL  23). 
"The  supplement  must  have  been  writtai  whilst  John 
still  lived,"  he  asserts,  "for  only  before  his  death  was 
it  worth  while  to  contradict  such  a  false  hope ;  and  if 
his  deatii  had  actually  taken  place,  the  result  itself  would 
have  already  refuted  so  erroneous  an  interpretation  of  the 
words  of  Christ,  and  it  would  then  have  been  much  more 
appropriate  to  explain  afresh  the  sense  of  the  words  *  tUl  I 
come.'  Moreover,  there  is  no  reference  here  to  the  death 
as  having  already  occurred,  although  a  small  addition 
to  that  eflFect  in  ver.  24  would  have  been  so  easy.  If 
we  were  even  to  accept  that  John  had  long  been  dead 
when  this  was  written,  the  whole  rectification  as  it  is 
given  would  be  utterly  without  sense."  ^  On  the  con- 
trary, we  aflSrm  that  the  whole  history  of  the  first  two 
centuries  renders  it  certain  that  the  Apostie  was  already 
dead,  and  that  the  explanation  was  not  a  rectification  of 
false  hopes  during  his  lifetime,  but  an  explanation  of  the 
failure  of  expectations  which  had  already  taken  place, 
and  probably  excited  some  scandal  We  know  how  the 
early  Church  looked  for  the  immediate  coming  of  the 
glorified  Christ,  and  how  such  hopes  sustained  persecuted 
Christians  in  their  sorrow  and  suffering.  This  is  very 
clearly  expressed  in  1  Thess.  iv.  15  — 18,  where  the  expec- 
tation of  the  second  coming  within  the  lifetime  of  the 

*  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wise.,  iii.  1850—51,  p.  173. 
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writer  and  readers  of  the  Epistle  is  confidently  stated, 
and  elsewhere,  and  even  in  1  John  ii.  18,  the  belief  that 
the  "  last  times  "  had  arrived  is  expressed.  The  history 
of  the  Apocalypse  in  relation  to  the  Canon  illustrates  the 
case.  So  long  as  the  belief  in  the  early  consummation 
of  all  things  continued  strc«ig  the  Apocalypse  was  the 
favourite  writing  of  the  early  Church,  but  when  time 
went  on,  and  the  second  coming  of  Christ  did  not  take 
place,  the  opinion  of  Christ^idom  regarding  the  work 
changed,  and  disappointment  as  weU  as  the  desire  to  ex- 
plain the  nonfiilfilment  of  prophecies  upon  which  so  much 
hope  had  been  based,  led  many  to  reject  the  Apocalypse 
as  an  unintelligible  and  fallacious  book.  We  venture  to 
conjecture  that  the  tradition  that  John  should  not  die 
until  the  second  coming  of  Jesus  may  have  originated 
with  the  Apocalypse  where  that  event  is  announced  to 
John  as  immediately  to  take  place,  yyii  7,  10,  12,  and 
the  words  with  which  tiie  book  ends  are  of  this  nature, 
and  express  the  expectation  of  the  writer,  20  :  "  He  which 
testifieth  these  things  saith :  Surely  I  come  quickly. 
Amen.  Come,  Lord  Jesus.'*  It  was  not  in  the  spirit  of 
the  age  to  hesitate  about  such  anticipations,  and  so  long 
as  the  Apostle  lived,  such  a  tradition  would  scarcely 
have  required  or  received  contradiction  from  any  one, 
the  belief  being  universal  that  the  coming  of  Jesus  might 
take  place  any  day,  and  assuredly  would  not  be  long 
delayed.  When,  however,  the  Apostle  was  dead,  and 
the  tradition  that  it  had  been  foretold  that  he  should  live 
until  the  coming  of  the  Lord  exercised  men's  minds,  and 
doubt  and  disappointment  at  the  non-fulfilment  of  what 
may  have  been  regarded  as  prophecy  produced  a  preju- 
dicial eflFect  upon  Christendom,  it  seemed  to  the  writer 
of  this  Gospel  a  desirable  thing  to  point  out  that  too 
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much  stress  had  been  laid  upon  the  tradition,  and  that 
the  words  which  had  been  relied  upon  in  the  first 
instance,  did  not  justify  the  expectations  which  had  been 
formed  from  them.  This  also  contradicts  the  hjrpothesis 
that  the  Apostle  John  was  the  author  of  the  Gospel. 

Such  a  passage  as  xix.  35,  received  in  any  natural 
sense,  or  interpreted  in  any  way  which  can  be  supported 
by  evidence,  shows  that  the  writer  of  the  Gospel  was  not 
an  eye-witness  of  the  events  recorded,  but  appeals  to  the 
testimony  of  others.  It  is  generally  admitted  that  the 
expressions  in  ch.  i.  14  are  of  universal  application,  and 
capable  of  being  adopted  by  aU  Christians,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  they  do  not  imply  any  direct  claim  on  the 
part  of  the  writer  to  personal  knowledge  of  Jesus.  We 
must  now  examine  whether  the  Gospel  itself  bears 
special  marks  of  having  been  written  by  an  eye-witness, 
and  how  far  in  this  respect  it  bears  out  the  assertion  that 
it  was  written  by  the  Apostle  John.  It  is  constantly 
asserted  that  the  minuteness  of  the  detaUs  in  the  fourth 
Gospel  indicates  that  it  must  have  been  written  by  one 
who  was  present  at  the  scenes  he  records.  With  regard 
to  this  point  we  need  only  generally  remark,  that  in  the 
works  of  imagination  of  which  the  world  is  ftdl,  and  the 
singular  realism  of  many  of  which  is  recognized  by  all, 
we  have  the  most  minute  and  natural  details  of  scenes 
which  never  occurred,  and  of  conversations  which  never 
took  place,  the  actors  in  which  never  actually  existed. 
Ewald  admits  that  it  is  undeniable  that  the  fourth 
Gospel  was  written  with  a  fixed  purpose,  and  with 
artistic  design,  and,  indeed,  he  goes  further  and  recog- 
nizes that  the  Apostle  could  not  possibly  so  long  have 
recollected  the  discourses  of  Jesus  and  verbally  repro- 
duced them,  so  that,  in  fact,  we  have  only,  at  best,  a 
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substantial  report  of  the  matter  of  those  discourses 
coloured  by  the  mind  of  the  author  himself.*  Details  of 
scenes  at  which  we  were  not  present  may  be  admirably 
supplied  by  imagination,  and  as  we  cannot  compare 
what  is  described  as  taking  place  with  what  actually 
took  place,  such  an  argument  as  the  identification  of  an 
eye-witness  by  details  is  absurd.  Moreover,  the  details 
of  the  fourth  Gospel  in  many  cases  do  not  agree  with 
those  of  the  three  Synoptics,  and  it  is  an  undoubted  fact 
that  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel  gives  the  details  of 
scenes  at  which  the  Apostle  John  was  not  present,  and 
reports  the  discourses  and  conversations  on  such  occa- 
sions, with  the  very  same  minuteness  as  those  at  which 
he  is  said  to  have  been  present ;  as,  for  instance,  the 
interview  between  Jesus  and  the  woman  of  Samaria.  It 
is  perfectly  undeniable  that  the  writer  had  other  Gospels 
before  him  when  he  composed  his  work,  and  that  he 
made  use  of  other  materials  than  his  own.* 

It  is  by  no  means  difficult,  however,  to  point  out  very 
clear  indications  that  the  author  was  not  an  eye-witness 
but  constructed  his  scenes  and  discourses  artistically  and 
for  effect  We  shall  not,  at  present,  dwell  upon  the 
almost  uniform  artifice  adopted  in  most  of  the  dialogues, 
in  which  the  listeners  either  mieunderstand  altogether 
the  words  of  Jesus,  or  interpret  them  in  a  foolish  and 
material  way,  and  thus  afford  him  an  opportimity  of 

1  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wias.,  x.  p.  91  ff. 

«  Ewald,  Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  iii.  p.  161  ;  Die  Job.  Schr.,  i.  p.  7  flf.;  De 
WdU,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  209  f. ;  Berthcldt,  Einl.  A.  u.  N.  T.,  iii.  p.  1302 
Lemngy  Neue  Hypotbese,  §  61 ;  EichJiom,  Einl.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  127  flf. 
Liicke,  Comm.  Ev.  Job.,  i.  p.  197;  Weisse,  Die  ev.  Geech.,  i.  p.  118  flf. 
Eilgen/eld,  Die  Evangelien,  p.  329  ;  Keim,  Jesu  v.  Nazara,  i.  p.  118  flf. 
WeizsOcker,  TJnters.  evang.  Gesch.,  p.  270 ;  Hug,  Einl.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  191  ff. 
Eoltzmann,  Zeitscbr.  wise.  Tbeol.,  1869,  pp.  62  AT.,  155  AT.;  Schwegler, 
Der  Montanismns,  p.  205,  anm.  137. 
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enlarging  upon  the  theme.  For  instance,  Nicodemus,  a 
ruler  of  the  Jews,  misunderstands  the  expression  of 
Jesus,  that  in  order  to  see  the  kingdom  of  Grod  a  man 
must  be  born  from  above,  and  asks :  '*  How  can  a  man 
be  bom  when  he  is  old  ?  can  he  enter  a  second  time  into 
his  mother's  womb  and  be  bom  ?"^  Now,  as  it  is  well 
known  and  as  we  have  already  shown,  the  common 
expression  used  in  regard  to  a  proselyte  to  Judaism  was 
that  of  being  bom  again,  with  which  every  Jew,  and 
more  especially  every  "ruler  of  the  Jews,"  must  have 
been  well  acquainted.  The  stupidity  which  he  displays 
in  his  conversation  with  Jesus,  and  with  which  the 
author  endowed  all  who  came  in  contact  with  him,  in 
order,  by  the  contrast,  to  mark  more  strongly  the  supe- 
riority of  the  Master,  even  draws  from  Jesus  the  remark  : 
"  Art  thou  the  teacher  of  Israel  and  understandest  not 
these  things  ?"*  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  scene 
was  ideal,  and  it  is  scarcelj  possible  that  a  Jew  could  have 
written  it  In  the  Synoptics,  cTesus  is  reported  as  quoting 
against  the  people  of  his  own  ci^,  Nazareth,  who  re- 
jected him,  the  proverb :  "  A  prophet  iias  no  honour  in 
his  own  country.'*^  The  appropriateness  ^i  ^^^  remark 
here  is  obvious.  The  author  of  the  foun>]^  Gospel, 
however,  shows  clearly  that  he  was  neither  .^  ^7^' 
witness  nor  acquainted  with  the  subject  or  country '^^^^ 
he  introduces  this  proverb  in  a  different  place.  Jesusy  ^ 
represented  as  staying  two  days  at  Sychar  after  his  coF" 
versation  with  the  Samaritan  woman.  "Now  after  thX 
two  days  he  departed  thence  into  Galilee.  For  (ya/>) 
Jesus  himself  testified  that  a  prophet  hath  no  honour  in 
his  own  country.     When,  therefore  (otv),  he  came  into 

.'i?^^:*-  W6.,m.  10. 

Matt.  xiu.  67 ;  Mark  yi.  4 ;  Liike  iv.  24. 
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Galilee,  the  Galilaeans  received  him,  having  seen  all  the 
thinj^s  that  he  did  in  Jerusalem,  at  the  feast — for  they 
also  went  unto  the  feast."  ^  Now  it  is  manifest  that  the 
quotation  here  is  quite  out  of  place,  and  none  of  the 
ingenious  but  untenable  explanations  of  apologists  can 
make  it  appropriate.  He  is  made  to  go  into  Galilee,  which 
was  his  country,  because  a  prophet  has  no  honour  in  Ids 
country,  and  the  Galilseans  are  represented  as  receiving 
him,  which  is  a  contradiction  of  the  proverb.  The  writer 
evidently  misunderstood  the  facts  of  the  case  or  delibe- 
rately desired  to  deny  the  connection  of  Jesus  with 
Nazareth  and  Galilee,  in  accordance  with  his  evident 
intention  of  associating  the  Logos  only  with  the  Holy 
City.  We  must  not  pause  to  show  that  the  author  is 
generally  unjust  to  the  G^laeans,  and  displays  an  igno- 
rance regarding  them  very  unlike  what  we  should  expect 
from  the  fisherman  of  Galilee.^  We  have  already  alluded 
to  the  artificial  character  of  the  conversation  with  the 
woman  of  Samaria,  which,  although  given  with  so  much 
detail,  occurred  at  a  place  totally  unknown  (perhaps 
allegorically  called  the  ^*  City  of  Lies"),  at  which  the 
Apostle  John  waa  not  present,  and  the  substance  of 
which  was  typical  of  Samaria  and  its  five  nations  and 
false  gods.  The  continuation  in  the  Gospel  is  as  unreal 
as  the  conversation.  Another  instance  displaying  per- 
sonal ignorance  is  the  insertion  into  a  discourse  at  the 
Last  Supper,  and  without  any  appropriate  connection 
with  the  context,  the  passage  *'  Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto 

1  John  iv.  43—46. 

«  We  may  merely  refer  to  the  remark  of  the  PhaiiseeQ :  eearoh  the 
Scriptures  and  see,  **  for  out  of  QalUee  anseth  no  prophet"  (yii.  52).  The 
Pharisees  oould  not  have  been  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  the  prophets 
Jonah  and  Nahum  were  Galileans,  and  the  son  of  Zebedee  oould  not  have 
committed  such  an  error ;  of.  BreUchneider,  Probabilia,  p.  99  f. 
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you  :  he  that  receiveth  whomsoever  I  send,  receivetii  me, 
and  he  that  receiveth  me  receiveth  him  that  sent  me."* 
In  the  Synoptics  this  sentence  is  naturally  represented  as 
part  of  the  address  to  the  disciples  who  are  to  be  sent 
forth  to  preach  the  Gospel  ;^  but  it  is  clear  that  its  inser- 
tion here  is  a  mistake.^  Again,  a  very  obvious  slip, 
which  betrays  that  what  was  intended  for  realistic  detail 
is  nothing  but  a  reminiscence  of  some  earlier  Gospel 
misapplied,  occurs  in  a  later  part  of  the  discourses  very 
inappropriately  introduced  as  being  delivered  on  the 
same  occasion.  At  the  end  of  xiv.  31,  Jesus  is  repre- 
sented, after  saying  that  he  would  no  more  talk  much 
with  the  disciples,  as  suddenly  breaking  off  with  the 
words  :  "  Arise,  let  us  go  hence "  {^Eyeipea-Oe,  ay(Ofi€t^ 
hn-evdof).  They  do  not,  however,  arise  and  go  thence, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  Jesus  at  once  commences  another 
long  discourse  :  "  I  am  the  true  vine,"  &c.  The  expres- 
sion is  merely  introduced  artistically  to  close  one  dis- 
course, and  enable  the  writer  to  begin  another,  and  the 
idea  is  taken  from  some  earlier  work ;  for,  in  our  first 
Synoptic,  at  the  close  of  the  Agony  in  the  Garden  which 
the  fourth  Gospel  ignores  altogether,  Jesus  says  to  the 
awakened  disciples :  "  Rise,  let  us  go "  (*Eyct/o€(r^c 
ayco/tcv).*  We  need  not  go  on  with  these  illustrations, 
but  the  fact  that  the  author  is  not  an  eye-witness  record- 
ing scenes  which  he  beheld  and  discourses  which  he 
heard,  but  a  writer  composing  an  ideal  Gospel  on  a 
fixed  plan,  will  become  more  palpable  as  we  proceed. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  upon  any  argument  to 

^  John  xiii.  20. 

*  Matt.  X.  40;  cf.  xTiii.  5;  Luke  x.  16,  cf.  ix.  48. 
»  This  is  recognised  by  De  WeUe,  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  211  c. 
^  Matt.  xxyi.  46 ;  Mark  xiy.  42  ;  De  WeUe  likewise  admits  this  mistaken 
reminiscence.    Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  211  o. 
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prove  the  fiindamental  difference  which  exists  in  every 
respect  between  the  Synoptics  and  the  fourth  Gospel 
This  is  admitted  even  by  apologists,  whose  efforts  to 
reconcile  the  discordant  elements  are  totally  unsuccess- 
fill  "  It  is  impossible  to  pass  from  the  Synoptic  Gospels 
to  that  of  St.  John,"  says  Canon  Westcott,  "without 
feeling  that  the  transition  involves  the  passage  from  one 
world  of  thought  to  another.  No  familiarity  with  the 
general  teaching  of  the  Gospels,  no  wide  conception  of 
the  character  of  the  Saviour  is  sufficient  to  destroy  the 
contrast  which  exists  in  form  and  spirit  between  the 
earlier  and  later  narratives."*  The  difference  between 
the  fourth  Gospel  and  the  Synoptics,  not  only  as  regards 
the  teaching  of  Jesus  but  also  the  facts  of  the  narrative, 
is  so  great  that  it  is  impossible  to  harmonize  them,  and 
no  one  who  seriously  considers  the  matter  can  fail  to  see 
that  both  cannot  be  accepted  as  correct.  If  we  believe 
that  the  Synoptics  give  a  truthful  representation  of  the 
life  and  teaching  of  Jesus,  it  follows  of  necessity  that, 
in  whatever  category  we  may  decide  to  place  the  fourth 
Gospel,  it  must  be  rejected  as  a  historical  work.  The 
theories  which  are  most  in  favour  as  regards  it  may 
place  the  Gospel  in  a  high  position  as  an  ideal  composi- 
tion, but  sober  criticism  must  infallibly  pronounce  that 
they  exclude  it  altogether  from  the  province  of  history. 
There  is  no  option  but  to  accept  it  as  the  only  genuine 
report  of  the  sayings  and  doings  of  Jesus,  rejecting  the 
Synoptics,  or  to  remove  it  at  once  to  another  depart- 
ment of  literature.  The  Synoptics  certainly  contradict 
each  other  in  many  minor  details,  but  they  are  not  in 
fundamental  disagreement  with  each  other,  and  evidently 


VOL.    II. 


>  Introd.  to  Study  of  the  Gospels,  p.  249.  ^  . 
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present  the  same  portrait  of  Jesus,  and  the  same  view  of 
his  teaching  derived  from  the  same  sources. 

The  vast  difference  which  exists  between  the  repre- 
sentation of  Jesus  in  the  fourth  Gospel  and  in  the 
Syhoptics  is  too  well  recognized  to  require  minute 
demonstration.  We  must,  however,  point  out  some  of 
the  distinctive  features.  We  need  not  do  more  here 
than  refer  to  the  fact  that  whilst  the  Synoptics  relate 
the  circumstances  of  the  birth  of  Jesus,  two  of  them  at 
least,  and  give  some  history  of  his  family  and  origin, 
the  fourth  Gospel,  ignoring  all  this,  introduces  the  great 
Teacher  at  once  as  the  Logos  who  from  the  beginning 
was  with  God  and  was  himself  God.  The  key-note  is 
struck  from  the  first,  and  in  the  philosophical  prelude  to 
the  Gospel  we  have  the  announcement  to  those  who  have 
ears  to  hear,  that  here  we  need  expect  no  simple  history, 
but  an  artistic  demonstration  of  the  philosophical  postu- 
late. According  to  the  Synoptics,  Jesus  is  baptized  by 
John,  and  as  he  goes  out  of  the  water  the  Holy  Ghost 
descends  upon  him  like  a  dove.  The  fourth  Gospel 
knows  nothing  of  the  baptism,  and  makes  John  the 
Baptist  narrate  vaguely  that  he  saw  the  Holy  Ghost 
descend  like  a  dove  and  rest  upon  Jesus,  as  a  sign  pre- 
viously indicated  to  him  by  God  by  which  to  recognize 
the  Lamb  of  God.^  From  the  very  first,  John  the 
Baptist,  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  recognizes  and  declares 
Jesus  to  be  "the  only-begotten  God  which  is  in  the 
bosom  of  the  Father,'' ^  the  Christ,^  the  Lamb  of  God 
which  taketh  away  the  sins  of  the  world.*  According 
to  the  Synoptics,  John  comes  preaching  the  baptism 
of    repentance,   and   so   far  is   he  from   making  such 

*  John  i.  32—33.  «  John  i.  18. 

•  ^K  i.  17.  <  /6.,  i.  29. 
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declarations,  or  forming  such  distinct  opinions  con- 
cerning Jesus,  that  even  after  he  has  been  cast  into 
prison  and  just  before  his  death, — when  in  fact  his 
preaching  was  at  an  end, — ^he  is  represented  as  sending 
disciples  to  Jesus,  on  hearing  in  prison  of  his  works,  to 
ask  him  :  "  Art  thou  he  that  should  come,  or  look  we  for 
another  1"*  Jesus  carries  on  his  ministry  and  baptizes 
simultaneously  with  John,  according  to  the  fourth 
Gospel,  but  his  public  career,  according  to  the  Synoptics, 
does  not  begin  until  after  the  Baptist's  has  concluded, 
and  John  is  cast  into  prison.*  The  Synoptics  clearly 
represent  the  ministry  of  Jesus  as  having  been  limited  to 
a  single  year,  and  his  preaching  is  confined  to  Galilee 
and  Jerusalem,  where  his  career  culminates  at  the  fatal 
Passover.  The  fourth  Gospel  distributes  the  teaching  of 
Jesus  between  Galilee,  Samaria,  and  Jerusalem,  makes 
it  extend  at  least  over  three  years,  and  refers  to  three 
Passovers  spent  by  Jesus  at  Jerusalem.^  The  Fathers 
felt  this  difl&culty  and  expended  a  good  deal  of  apologetic 
ingenuity  upon  it ;  but  no  one  is  now  content  with  the 
explanation  of  Eusebius,  that  the  Synoptics  merely 
intended  to  write  the  history  of  Jesus  during  the  one 
year  after  the  imprisonment  of  the  Baptist,  whilst  the 
fourth  Evangelist  recounted  the  events  of  the  time  not 
recorded  by  the  others,  a  theory  which  is  totally  con- 
tradicted by  the  four  Gospels  themselves.*  The  fourth 
Gospel  represents  the  expulsion  of  the  money-changers  by 
Jesus  as  taking  place  at  the  very  outset  of  his  career,* 

^  Matt.  xi.  2  ff. ;   cf.  Luke  vii.  18  ff. 

«  John  iii.  22 ;  Matt.  iv.  12,  17  ;  Mark  i.  14 ;  Luke  iii.  20,  23 ;  iv.  1  ff. 

'  John  ii.  13;  vi.  40f. ;  vii.  2 ;   xiii.  1. 

^  Eueehiue,  H.  £.,  iii.  24.  We  have  already  referred  to  the  theory  of 
IronseuB,  which  is  at  variance  with  all  the  Qt)8pels,  and  extends  the  career 
pf  Jesus  to  many  years  of  public  life.  ^  John  ii.  14  ff. 
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when  he  could  not  have  been  known,  and  when  such  a 
proceeding  is  incredible  ;  whikt  the  Synoptics  place  it  at 
the  very  close  of  his  ministry  after  his  triumphal  entry 
into  Jerusalem,  when,  if  ever,  such  an  act,  which  might 
have  contributed  to  the  final  catastrophe,  first  became 
either  probable  or  possible.*  Upon  the  occasion  of  this 
episode,  the  fourth  Gospel  represents  Jesus  as  replying 
to  the  demand  of  the  Jews  for  a  sign  why  he  did  such 
things  :  "  Destroy  this  temple,  and  within  throe  days  I 
will  raise  it  up,"  which  the  Jews  understand  very 
naturally  only  in  a  material  sense,  and  which  even  the 
disciples  only  comprehended  and  believed  "  after  the 
resurrection."  The  Synoptics  not  only  know  nothing  of 
this,  but  represent  the  saying  as  the  false  testimony 
which  the  false  witnesses  bare  against  Jesus.^  No  such 
charge  is  brought  against  Jesus  at  all  in  the  fourth 
Gospel  So  little  do  the  Sjnoptics  know  of  the  conver- 
sation of  Jesus  with  the  Samaritan  woman,  and  his 
sojourn  for  two  days  at  Sychar,  that  in  his  instructions 
to  his  disciples,  in  the  first  Gospel,  Jesus  positively  for- 
bids them  either  to  go  to  the  Gentiles  or  to  enter  into 
any  city  of  the  Samaritans.^ 

The  fourth  Gospel  has  very  few  miracles  in  common 
with  the  Synoptics,  and  those  few  present  notable  varia- 
tions. After  the  feeding  of  the  five  thousand,  Jesus^ 
according  to  the  Synoptics,  constrains  his  disciples  to 
enter  a  ship  and  to  go  to  the  other  side  of  the  Lake  of 
Gennesaret,  whilst  he  himself  goes  up  a  mountain  apart 
to  pray.  A  storm  arises,  and  Jesus  appears  walking  to 
them  over  the  sea,  whereat  the  disciples  are  troubled,  but 

»  Matt  xxi.  12  ff. ;  Mark  xi.  15  ff. ;  Luke  xix.  45  fL 
«  John  ii.  18  ff.;  Matt,  itxyi.  60  ff.;  cf.  xxyii.  39 f. ;  Mark  xiy.  57  f. ; 
3tv.  29.  8  Matt  X.  5. 
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Peter  says  to  him :  "  Lord,  if  it  be  thou,  bid  me  come 
unto  thee  over  the  water,"  and  on  his  going  out  of  the 
ship  over  the  water,  and  beginning  to  sink,  he  cries : 
"Lord  save  me;'*  Jesus  stretched  out  his  hand  and 
caught  him,  and  when  they  had  come  into  the  ship,  the 
wind  ceased,  and  they  that  were  in  the  ship  came  and 
worshipped  him,  saying :  "  Of  a  truth  thou  art  the  Son  of 
God/'  ^  The  fourth  Gospel,  instead  of  representing  Jesua 
as  retiring  to  the  mountain  to  pray,  which  would  have 
been  opposed  to  the  author's  idea  of  the  Logos,  makes 
the  motive  for  going  thither  the  knowledge  of  Jesus  that 
the  people  **  would  come  and  take  him  by  force  that  they 
might  make  him  a  king/'^  The  writer  altogether  ignores 
the  episode  of  Peter  walking  on  the  sea,  and  adds  a  new 
miracle  by  stating  that,  as  soon  as  Jesus  was  received  on 
board,  "the  ship  was  at  the  land  whither  they  were 
going."^  The  Synoptics  go  on  to  describe  the  devout 
excitement  and  faith  of  all  the  country  round,  but  the 
fourth  Gospel,  limiting  the  effect  on  the  multitude  in 
the  first  instance  to  curiosity  as  to  how  Jesus  had  crossed 
the  Lake,  represents  Jesus  as  upbraiding  them  with 
following  him,  not  because  they  saw  miracles,  but  be- 
cause they  had  eaten  of  the  loaves  and  been  filled,*  and 
makes  him  deliver  one  of  those  long  dogmatic  discourses, 
interrupted  by,  and  based  upon,  the  remarks  of  the 
crowd,  which  so  peculiarly  distinguish  the  fourth  Gospel 
Without  dwelling  upon  such  details  of  miracles,  how- 
ever, we  proceed  with  our  slight  comparison.  Whilst 
the  fourth  Gospel  from  the  very  commencement  asserts 
the  foreknowledge  of  Jesus  as  to  who  should  betray  him, 
and  makes  him  inform  the  Twelve  that  one  of  them  is  a 

1  Matt.  xiv.  22,  23 ;  cf.  Mark  vi.  46  ff.  ^  Jolm  vi.  15. 

»  John  yi.  17—21.  -•  76.,  vi.  26. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


451  SUPEENATUEAIi  EEUGION. 

devil,  alluding  to  Judas  Iscariot,*  the  Synoptics  repre- 
sent Jesus  as  having  so  little  foreknowledge  that  Judas 
should  betray  him,  that,  shortly  before  the  end,  and, 
indeed,  according  to  the  third  Gospel,  only  at  the  last 
supper,  Jesus  promises  that  the  disciples  shall  sit  upon 
twelve  thrones  judging  the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel,^  and 
it  is  only  at  the  last  supper,  after  Judas  has  actually 
arranged  with  the  chief  priests,  and  'apparently  from 
knowledge  of  the  fact,  that  Jesus  for  the  first  time  speaks 
of  his  betrayal  by  him.'  On  his  way  to  Jerusalem,  two 
days  before  the  Passover,*  Jesus  comes  to  Bethany  where, 
according  to  the  Synoptics,  being  in  the  house  of  Simon 
the  leper,  a  woman  with  an  alabaster  box  of  very  pre- 
cious ointment  came,  and  poured  the  ointment  upon  his 
head,  much  to  the  indignation  of  the  disciples,  who  say : 
"  To  what  purpose  is  this  waste  ?  For  this  might  have 
been  sold  for  much,  and  given  to  the  poor/'*  In  the 
fourth  Gospel  the  episode  takes  place  six  days  before  the 
Passover,^  in  the  house  of  Lazarus,  and  it  is  his  sister 
Mary  who  takes  a  pound  of  very  costly  ointment,  but 
she  anoints  the  feet  of  Jesus  and  wipes  his  feet  with  her 
hair.  It  is  Judas  Iscariot,  and  not  the  disciples,  who 
says  :  "  Why  was  not  this  ointment  sold  for  three  hun- 
dred pence  and  given  to  the  poor  ?"  And  Jesus  makes 
a  similar  reply  to  that  in  the  Synoptics,  showing  the 
identity  of  the  occurrence  described  so  diflferently.^ 
The  Synoptics  represent  most  clearly  that  Jesus  on 

»  John  vi.  64,  70,  71 ;   of.  ii.  25. 

«  Matt.  xix.  28 ;  cf.  xvii.  22  f. ;   cf.  Mark  ix.  30  f.,  x.  32  f. ;  Luke  xxii. 
30 ;   cf.  ix.  22  f.,  44  f. ;  xviii.  31  f. 

•  Matt,  ^xn,  21  f.,  cf.  14  ff. ;  Mark  xiv.  18  f.,  cf.  10  f. ;  Luke  xxii. 
21  f.,  cf.  3  ff.  *  Mark  xiv.  1. 

»  Matt.  xxvi.  6—13;  Mark  xiv.  3—9. 

•  John  xii.  1.    .  f  Jh.,  xii.  1  ff. ;  cf.  xi.  2. 
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the  evening  of  the  14th  Nisan,  after  the  custom  of  the 
Jews,  ate  the  Passover  with  his  disciples,^  and  that  he 
was  arrested  in  the  first  hours  of  the  15th  Nisan,  the 
day  on  which  he  was  put  to  death.  Nothing  can  be 
more  distinct  than  the  statement  that  the  last  supper 
was  the  Paschal  feast.  "  They  made  ready  the  Passover 
{riToCfiacaj/  to  wda^a),  and  when  the  hour  was  come,  he 
sat  down  and  the  Apostles  with  him,  and  he  said  to 
them :  With  desire  I  have  desired  to  eat  this  Passover 
with  you  before  I  sufier"  (EmOviiia  iireOvfiria'a  tovto  to 
7rd(rxoL  <f)ay€lv  fieff  vfiSiv  irpo  tov  fie  iraOeu/).^  The 
fourth  Gospel,  however,  in  accordance  with  the  principle 
which  is  dominant  throughout,  represents  the  last  repast 
which  Jesus  eats  with  his  disciples  as  a  common  supper 
(SelTn/ov),  which  takes  place,  not  on  the  14th,  but  on 
the  13th  Nisan,  the  day  "  before  the  feast  of  the  Passover'' 
{irpo  T7j<;  eopT7J<;  tov  Trd(r)(a),^  and  his  death  takes  place  on 
the  14th,  the  day  on  which  the  Paschal  lamb  was  slain. 
Jesus  is  delivered  by  Pilate  to  the  Jews  to  be  crucified 
about  the  sixth  hour  of  *^  the  preparation  of  the  Pass- 
over'' {^v  Trapaa-Kevr)  tov  irda^cL),^  and  because  it  was 
"  the  preparation,''  the  legs  of  the  two  men  crucified 
with  Jesus  were  broken,  that  the  bodies  might  not 
remain  on  the  cross  on  the  great  day  of  the  feast.*  The 
fourth  Gospel  knows  nothing  of  the  institution  of  the 
Christian  festival  at  the  last  supper,  but  instead,  repre- 
sents Jesus  as  washing  the  feet  of  the  disciples,  enjoining 
them  also  to  wash  each  other's  feet :  **  For  I  gave  you  an 
example  that  ye  should  do  according  as  I  did  to  you."® 

»  Matt.  xxTi.  17  f.,   19,  36  ff.,  47  ff. ;   Mark  xiv.  12  ff.,  16  ff. ;  Luke 
xxii.  7ff.,  13  ff. 
«  Luke  xxii.  13,  15;   cf.  Matt.  xxvi.  19  ff. ;  Mark  xiv.  16  ff. 
*  John  xiii.  1. 
<  John  xix.  14.  *  /J.,  xix.  31  ff.  •  Ih,  xiii.  12,  15. 
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The  Synoptics  have  no  knowledge  of  this  incident. 
Immediately  after  the  warning  to  Peter  of  his  future 
denial,  Jesus  goes  out  with  the  disciples  to  the  Garden 
of  Gethsemane,  and,  taking  Peter  and  the  two  sons  of 
Zebedee  apart,  began  to  be  sorrowful  and  very  depressed, 
and  as  he  prayed  in  his  agony  that  if  possible  the  cup 
might  pass  from  him,  an  angel  comforts  him.  Instead 
of  this,  the  fourth  Gospel  represents  Jesus  as  delivering, 
after  the  warning  to  Peter,  the  longest  discourses  in  the 
Gospel :  "  Let  not  your  heart  be  troubled,''  &c ;  "I  am 
the  true  vine,"*  &c. ;  and,  although  said  to  be  written  by 
one  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee  who  were  with  Jesus  on  the 
occasion,  the  fourth  Gospel  totally  ignores  the  agony  in 
the  garden,  and,  on  the  contrary,  makes  Jesus  utter 
the  long  prayer  xvii  1 — 26,  in  a  calm  and  even  exulting 
spirit  very  far  removed  from  the  sorrow  and  depression 
of  the  more  natural  scene  in  Gethsemane.  The  prayer, 
like  the  rest  of  the  prayers  in  the  Gospel,  is  a  mere 
didactic  and  dogmatic  address  for  the  benefit  of  the 
hearers.  The  arrest  of  Jesus  presents  a  similar  contrast. 
In  the  Synoptics,  Judas  comes  with  a  multitude  from  the 
chief  priests  and  elders  of  the  people  armed  with  swords 
and  staves,  and,  indicating  his  Master  by  a  kiss,  Jesus  is 
simply  arrested  and,  after  the  slight  resistance  of  one 
of  the  disciples,  is  led  away.^  In  the  fourth  Gospel  the 
case  is  very  different.  Judas  comes  with  a  band  of  men 
from  the  chief  priests  and  Pharisees,  with  lanterns  and 
torches  and  weapons,  and  Jesus — ^''knowing  all  things 
which  were  coming  to  pass" — himself  goes  towards 
them  and  asks:  "Whom  seek  ye?"  Judas  plays  no 
active  part,  and  no  kiss  is  given.     The  fourth  Evangelist 

»  Johnxiv.  1—31;  xv.  1—27;   xvi.  1—33;  xvii.  1—26. 
'  Matt.  xxvi.  47  ff. ;   Mark  xiy.  43  £f. ;  Luke  xxii.  47  S. 
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is,  as  ever,  bent  on  showing  that  all  which  happens  to 
the  Logos  is  predetermined  by  himself  and  voluntarily 
encountered.  As  soon  as  Jesus  replies :  "I  am  he,''  the 
whole  band  of  soldiers  go  backwards  and  fall  to  the 
ground  ;  an  incident  thoroughly  in  the  spirit  of  the  early 
apocryphal  Gospels  still  extant,  and  of  an  evidently 
legendary  character.  He  is  then  led  away  first  to  Annas, 
who  sends  him  to  Caiaphas,  whilst  the  Synoptics  naturally 
know  nothing  of  Annas,  who  was  not  the  high  priest 
and  had  no  authority.  We  need  not  follow  the  trial, 
which  is  fundamentally  different  in  the  Synoptics  and 
fourth  Gospel ;  and  we  have  already  pointed  out  that 
in  the  Synoptics  Jesus  is  crucified  on  the  15th  Nisan, 
whereas  in  the  fourth  Gospel  he  is  put  to  death — the 
spiritual  Paschal  lamb — on  the  1 4th  Nisan.  According 
to  the  fourth  Gospel,  Jesus  bears  his  own  cross  to 
Calvary,^  but  the  Synoptics  represent  it  as  being  borne 
by  Simon  of  Gyrene.^  As  a  very  singular  illustration  of 
the  inaccuracy  of  all  the  Gospels,  we  may  point  to  the 
circumstance  that  no  two  of  them  agree  even  about  so 
simple  a  matter  of  fact  as  the  inscription  on  the  cross, 
assuming  that  there  was  one  at  all.  They  give  it  respec- 
tively as  follows :  "  This  is  Jesus  the  King  of  the  Jews;*' 
"  The  King  of  the  Jews ;"  "  This  (is)  the  King  of  the 
Jews ;"  and  the  fourth  Gospel :  "  Jesus  the  Nazarene  the 
King  of  the  Jews."^  The  occurrences  during  the  Cruci- 
fixion are  profoundly  different  in  the  fourth  Gospel  from 
those  narrated  in  the  Synoptics.     In  the  latter,  only  the 

'  John  xix.  17. 

*  Matt,  xxvii.  32 ;  Mark  xv.  21 ;  Luke  xxii.  26. 

•  OMs  tartv  'l»j<rovj  6  jSacriXcvy  rav  'lovdaiW.  Matt,  xxvii.  37 ;  *0 
fituTiKivs  T&p  'lovdoiCDV.  Mark  xv.  26;  'O  /SacriXcv^  rStv  *Iovbal(Dv  o^os, 
Luke  xxiiL  38;  'irjavvs  6  Na^a)/xuo£  6  /SocriXcw  tS>p  'lovdaauy.  John 
xix.  19. 
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women  are  represented  as  beholding  afar  off,^  but  "  the 
beloved  disciple"  is  added  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  and 
instead  of  being  far  off,  they  are  close  to  the  cross ;  and 
for  the  last  cries  of  Jesus  reported  in  the  Synoptics  we 
have  the  episode  in  which  Jesus  confides  his  mother 
to  the  disciple's  care.  We  need  not  compare  the  other 
details  of  the  Crucifixion  and  Resurrection,  which  are 
differently  reported  by  each  of  the  Gospels. 

We  have  only  pointed  out  a  few  of  the  more  salient 
differences  between  the  fourth  Gospel  and  the  Sjnoptics, 
which  are  rendered  much  more  striking,  in  the  Gospels 
themselves,  by  the  profound  dissimilarity  of  the  senti- 
ments uttered  by  Jesus.  We  merely  ppint  out,  in  passing, 
the  omission  of  important  episodes  from  the  fourth 
Gospel,  such  as  the  Temptation  in  the  wilderness,  the 
Transfiguration,  at  which,  according  to  the  Synoptics, 
the  sons  of  Zebedee  were  present,  the  last  Supper,  the 
agony  in  the  garden,  the  mournful  cries  on  the  cross, 
and,  we  may  add,  the  Ascension ;  and  if  we  turn  to  the 
miracles  of  Jesus,  we  find  that  almost  all  of  those  nar- 
rated by  the  Synoptics  are  ignored,  whilst  an  almost 
entirely  new  series  is  introduced.  There  is  not  a  single 
instance  of  the  cure  of  demoniacal  possession  in  any 
form  recorded  in  the  fourth  Gospel.  Indeed  the  number 
of  miracles  is  reduced  in  that  Gospel  to  a  few  typical 
cases  ;  and  although  at  the  close  it  is  generally  said  that 
Jesus  did  many  other  signs  in  the  presence  of  his  dis- 
ciples, these  alone  are  written  with  the  declared  purpose  : 
"  that  ye  might  believe  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son 
of  God."^  Without  examining  the  miracles  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  in  detail,  we  may  briefly  refer  to  one — the  raising 

*  Matt,  xxvii.  55  f. ;  Mark  xv.  40  f. ;   Luke  xxiii.  49.   In  this  last  place 
aU  his  acquaintance  are  added.  ^  John  xjc.  30  f. 
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of  Lazarus.  The  extraordinary  fact  that  the  Synoptics 
are  utterly  ignorant  of  this  the  greatest  of  the  miracles 
attributed  to  Jesus  has  been  too  frequently  discussed  to 
require  much  comment  here.  It  will  be  remembered 
that,  as  the  case  of  the  daughter  of  Jairus  is,  by  the 
express  declaration  of  Jesus,  one  of  mere  suspension  of 
consciousness,*  the  only  instance  in  which  a  dead  person 
is  said  to  have  been  restored  to  life  by  Jesus  in  any  of 
the  Synoptics  is  that  of  the  son  of  the  widow  of  Nain.^ 
It  is,  therefore,  quite  impossible  to  suppose  that  the 
Synoptists  could  have  known  of  the  raising  of  Lazarus, 
and  wilfully  omitted  it.  It  is  equally  impossible  to  be- 
lieve that  the  authors  of  the  Synoptic  Gospels,  from 
whatever  sources  they  may  have  drawn  their  materials, 
could  have  been  ignorant  of  such  a  miracle  had  it  really 
taken  place.  This  astounding  miracle,  according  to  the 
fourth  Gospel,  created  such  general  excitement  that  it 
was  one  of  the  leading  events  which  led  to  the  arrest 
and  crucifixion  of  Jesus.^  If,  therefore,  the  Synoptics 
had  any  connection  with  the  writers  to  whom  they  are 
referred,  the  raising  of  Lazarus  must  have  been  personally 
known  to  their  reputed  authors  either  directly  or  through 
the  Apostles  who  are  supposed  to  have  inspired  them,  or 
even  upon  any  theory  of  contemporary  origin  the  tradi- 
tion of  the  greatest  miracle  of  Jesus  must  have  been 
fresh  throughout  the  Church,  if  Quch  a  wonder  had 
ever  been  performed.  The  total  ignorance  of  such  a 
miracle  displayed  by  the  whole  of  the  works  of  the  New 
Testament,  therefore,  forms  the  strongest  presumptive 
evidence  that  the  narrative  in  the  fourth  Grospel  is  a 
mere  imaginary  scene,  illustrative  of  the  dogma  :  "  I  am 

.   >  Matt  ix.  24;  Mark  v.  39;  Luke  viii.  62.  «  Lukevii.  11  ff. 

»  John  xi.  45  ff.,  63;  xii.  9  ff.,  17  ff. 
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the  resurrection  and  the  life,"  upon  which  it  is  based. 
This  conclusion  is  confirmed  by  the  peculiarities  of  the 
narrative  itself.  When  Jesus  first  hears,  from  the  mes- 
sage of  the  sisters,  that  Lazarus  whom  he  loved  was 
sick,  he  declares,  xi.  4  :  *' This  sickness  is  not  unto  death, 
but  for  the  glory  of  God,  that  the  Son  of  Grod  may  be 
glorified  thereby;''  and  v.  6  :  *' When,  therefore  (ovv),  he 
heard  that  he  waa  sick,  at  that  time  he  continued  two 
days  in  the  place  where  he  was/'  After  that  time  he 
proposes  to  go  into  Judaea,  and  explains  to  the  disciples, 
V.  11 :  "  Our  friend  Lazarus  is  fallen  asleep  ;  but  I  go 
that  I  may  awake  him  out  of  sleep."  The  disciples 
reply,  with  the  stupidity  with  which  the  fourth  Evan- 
gelist endows  all  those  who  hold  colloquy  with  Jesus, 
V.  12  :  "  Lord,  if  he  is  fallen  asleep,  he  will  recover. 
Howbeit,  Jesus  spake  of  his  death ;  but  they  thought 
that  he  was  speaking  of  the  taking  of  rest  in  sleep. 
Then  said  Jesus  unto  them  plainly  :  Lazarus  is  dead, 
and  I  am  glad  for  your  sakes  that  I  was  not  there,  to  the 
intent  that  ye  may  believe."  The  artificial  nature  of 
all  this  introductory  matter  wiU  not  have  escaped  the 
reader,  and  it  is  further  illustrated  by  that  which  follows. 
Arrived  at  Bethany,  they  find  that  Lazarus  has  lain  in 
the  grave  already  four  days.  Martha  says  to  Jesus 
(v.  21  £) ;  "  Lord,  if  thou  hadst  been  here,  my  brother 
had  not  died.  And  I  know  that  even  now  whatsoever  thou 
shalt  ask  of  God,  God  will  give  thee.  Jesus  saith  unto 
her  :  Thy  brother  shall  rise  again."  Martha,  of  course,  as 
usual,  misunderstands  this  saying  as  applying  to  "  the 
resurrection  at  the  last  day,"  in  order  to  introduce  the 
reply :  "  I  am  the  resurrection  and  the  Ufe,"  &c.  When 
they  come  to  the  house,  and  Jesus  sees  Mary  and  the 
Jews  weeping,  "  he  groaned  in  spirit  and  troubled  him- 
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self,"  and  on  reaching  the  grave  itself  (v.  35  f.),  "  Jesus 
wept :  Then  said  the  Jews  :  Behold  how  he  loved  him  ! " 
Now  this  representation,  which  has  ever  since  been  the 
admiration  of  Christendom,  presents  the  very  strongest 
marks  of  unreality.  Jesus,  who  loves  Lazarus  so  much, 
disregards  the  urgent  message  of  the  sisters  and,  whilst 
openly  declaring  that  his  sickness  is  not  unto  death, 
intentionally  lingers  until  his  friend  dies.  When  he  does 
go  to  Bethany,  and  is  on  the  very  point  of  restoring 
Lazarus  to  life  and  dissipating  the  grief  of  his  family 
and  friends  he  actually  weeps,  and  groans  in  his  spirit. 
There  is  so  total  an  absence  of  reason  for  such  grief  that 
these  tears,  to  any  sober  reader,  are  seen  to  be  the 
theatrical  adjuncts  of  a  dramatic  scene  elaborated  out  of 
the  imagination  of  the  writer.  The  suggestion  of  the 
bystanders  (v.  37),  that  he  might  have  prevented  the 
death,  is  not  more  probable  than  the  continuation  (v.  38)  : 
*'  Jesus,  therefore,  again  groaning  in  himself  cometh  to 
the  grave.''  Then,  having  ordered  the  stone  to  be  re- 
moved, he  delivers  a  prayer  avowedly  intended  merely 
for  the  bystanders  (v.  41  ff.)  :  "  And  Jesus  lifted  up  his 
eyes  and  said.  Father,  I  thank  thee  that  thou  hast  heard 
me,  and  I  knew  that  thou  hearest  me  always :  but  for 
the  sake  of  the  multitude  which  stand  around  I  said  this, 
that  they  may  believe  that  thou  hast  sent  me."  This 
prayer  is  as  evidently  artificial  as  the  rest  of  the  details 
of  the  miracle,  but  like  other  elaborately  arranged  scenic 
representations  the  charm  is  altogether  dispelled  when 
closer  examination  shows  the  character  of  the  dramatic 
elements.  A  careful  consideration  of  the  narrative  and 
of  all  the  facts  of  the  case  must,  we  think,  lead  to  the  con- 
clusion that  this  miracle  is  not  even  a  historical  tradition 
of  the  life  of  Jesus,  but  is  wholly  an  ideal  composition  by 
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the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel.     This  being  the  case, 
the  other  miracles  of  the  Gospel  need  not  detain  us. 

If  the  historical  part  of  the  fourth  Gospel  be  in  irre- 
concilable contradiction  to  the  Synoptics,  the  didactic  is 
infinitely  more  so.  The  teaching  of  the  one  is  totally 
different  from  that  of  the  others,  in  spirit,  form,  and 
terminology  ;  and  in  the  prolix  discourses  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  there  is  not  a  single  characteristic  of  the  simple 
eloquence  of  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  In  the  diffuse 
mysticism  of  the  Logos  we  cannot  recognise  a  trace  of 
the  terse  practical  wisdom  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  It 
must,  of  course,  be  apparent  even  to  the  most  superficial 
observer  that,  in  the  fourth  Grospel,  we  are  introduced  to 
a  perfectly  new  system  of  instruction,  and  to  an  order  of 
ideas  of  which  there  is  not  a  vestige  in  the  Synoptics. 
Instead  of  short  and  concise  lessons  full  of  striking 
truth  and  point,  we  find  nothing  but  long  and  involved 
dogmatic  discourses  of  little  practical  utility.  The 
limpid  spontaneity  of  that  earlier  teaching,  with  its 
fresh  illustrations  and  profound  sentences  uttered  without 
effort  and  untinged  by  art,  is  exchanged  for  diffuse 
addresses  and  artificial  dialogues,  in  which  labour  and 
design  are  everywhere  apparent.  From  pure  and  living 
morality  couched  in  brief  incisive  sayings,  which  enter 
the  heart  and  dwell  upon  the  ear,  we  turn  to  elaborate 
philosophical  orations  without  clearness  or  order,  and  to 
doctrinal  announcements  unknown  to  the  Synoptics.  To 
the  inquiry  :  "What  shall  I  do  to  inherit  eternal  life  ? " 
Jesus  replies,  in  the  Synoptics :  "  Thou  shalt  love  the 
Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart,  and  with  all  thy  soul, 
and  with  all  thy  mind ;  and  thy  neighbour  as  thyself, 
this  do,  and  thou  shalt  live."  *     In  the  fourth 

"  Luke  X.  25—28;  cf.  Mark  xix.  16  ff. ;  xxii.  36—40. 
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Gospel,  to  the  question :  "  What  must  we  do,  that  we 
may  work  the  works  of  God  ?  "  Jesus  answers,  "This  is 
the  work  of  God,  that  ye  should  believe  in  him  whom 
he  sent."^  The  teaching  of  Jesus,  in  the  Synoptics,  is 
almost  wholly  moral,  but,  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  it  is 
almost  wholly  dogmatic.  If  Christianity  consist  of  the 
doctrines  preached  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  it  is  not  too 
much  to  say  that  the  Synoptics  do  not  teach  Christianity 
at  aU.  The  extraordinary  phenomenon  is  presented  of 
three  Gospels,  each  professing  to  be  complete  in  itself 
and  to  convey  the  good  tidings  of  salvation  to  man, 
which  have  actually  omitted  the  doctrines  which  are  the 
condition  of  that  salvation.  The  fourth  Gospel  prac- 
tically expounds  a  new  religion.  It  is  undeniable  that 
morality  and  precepts  of  love  and  charity  for  the  conduct 
of  life  are  the  staple  of  the  teaching  of  Jesus  in  the 
Synoptics,  and  that  dogma  occupies  so  small  a  place  that 
it  is  regarded  as  a  subordinate  and  secondary  considera- 
tion. In  the  fourth  Gospel,  however,  dogma  is  the  one 
thing  needful,  and  forms  the  whole  substance  of  the 
preaching  of  the  Logos.  The  burden  of  his  teaching  is  : 
**  He  that  believeth  on  the  Son,  hath  eternal  life,  but  he 
that  believeth  not  the  Son,  shall  not  see  life,  but  the 
wrath  of  Grod  abideth  on  him.''^  It  is  scarcely  possible 
to  put  the  contrast  between  the  Synoptics  and  the  fourth 
Gospel  in  too  strong  a  light.  If  we  possessed  the 
Synoptics  without  the  fourth  Gospel,  we  should  have  the 
exposition  of  the  most  sublime  morality  based  on  perfect  i. 
love  to  God  and  man.  If  we  had  the  fourth  Gospel 
without  the  Synoptics,  we  should  have  little  more  than  a 
system  of  dogmatic  mysticism  without  Christian  morality.  • 
Not  only  is  the  doctrine  and  the  terminology  of  the  Jesus 

»  John  vi,  28,  29.  «  John  iii.  36.       j 
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of  the  fourth  Gospel  quite  different  from  that  of  the 
Jesus  of  the  Synoptics,  but  so  is  the  teaching  of  John 
the  Baptist.  In  the  Synoptics,  he  comes  preaching  the 
baptism  of  repentance,^  and,  like  the  Master,  inculcating 
principles  of  morality  ;^  but  in  the  fourth  Gospel  he  has 
adopted  the  peculiar  views  of  the  author,  proclaims  "  the 
Lamb  of  God  which  taketh  away  the  sins  of  the  world,'** 
and  bears  witness  that  he  is  "  the  Son  of  God/'  *  We 
hear  of  the  Paraclete  for  the  first  time  in  the  fourth 
GospeL 

In  a  word,  the  Synoptics  unfold  a  teaching  of  sublime 
morality,  for  which  the  fourth  Gospel  substitutes  a 
scheme  of  dogmatic  theology  of  which  the  others  know 
nothing. 

It  is  so  impossible  to  ignore  the  distinct  individuality 
of  the  Jesus  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  of  his  teaching, 
that  even  apologists  are  obhged  to  admit  that  the  pecu- 
liarities of  the  author  have  coloured  the  portrait,  and 
introduced  an  element  of  subjectivity  into  the  discourses. 
It  was  impossible,  they  confess,  that  the  Apostle  could 
remember  verbally  such  long  orations  for  half  a  century, 
and  at  best  that  they  can  only  be  accepted  as  substan- 
tially correct  reports  of  the  teaching  of  Jesus.^     "  The 

>  Matt.  iii.  1  ff. ;  Marki.  4  ff. ;  Luke  iii.  2ff. 

'  Luke  iii.  8,  10  ff.  »  Johni.  29,  36.  *  76.,  i.  34. 

»  Bleeky  Einl.  N.  T.,  p.  200;  Beitrage,  p.  242  f. ;  Ewald,  Jahrb.  bibl. 
Wiss.,  X.  p.  91  f. ;  Ofrorer,  Allg.  K  G.,  L  p.  172  f. :  Das  Heiligtlium 
u.  d.  Wahrheit,  1838,  p.  331;  Liicke,  Oomment.  Ev.  Job.,  i.  p.  242; 
TTcwflffc&er,  Untere.  evang.  Gesoh.,  pp.  238  ff.,  263  ff.,  265 ;  Rcum,  Qesch. 
N.  T.,  p.  216  f. ;  Baur,  Theol.  Jabrb.,  1844,  p.  462  ff. ;  B,  Bauer,  Krit. 
d.  ev.  Gesch.  d.  Joban.,  1840;  Coluni,  Bev.  d.  Tb^ol.  1851,  ii.  p.  38  ffi  ; 
Weisse,  Die  evang.  Geecb.,  i.  p.  106  ff. ;  Scholten,  Das  Ev.  Joban.,  p.  186 ; 
Davidson,  Int.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  439  f. ;  Bretschneider,  Probabilia,  pp.  31  fil, 
113  f.;  lienan.  Vie  de  J6sus,  xiii"*  ^d.,  p.  Ixix.  ff.;  Be  jre««,  Einl. 
N.  T.,  p.  212  ff.,  p.  232  ff. ;  KayseVy  Eev.  de  Tb^oL,  1856,  xiii.  p.  74  f., 
&c.,  &c. 
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discourses  of  Christ  and  of  others  in  this  Gospel, 
pre-eminently,"  says  Ewald,  "are  clothed  as  by  an 
entirely  new  colour  :  on  this  account  also  scepticism  has 
desired  to  conclude  that  the  Apostle  cannot  have  com- 
posed the  Gospel ;  and  yet  no  conclusion  is  more  un- 
founded. When  the  Apostle  at  so  late  a  period  determined 
to  compose  the  work,  it  was  certainly  impossible  for  him 
to  reproduce  all  the  words  exactly  as  they  were  once 
spoken,  if  he  did  not  perhaps  desire  not  merely  to  recall 
a  few  memorable  sentences,  but,  in  longer  discussions  of 
more  weighty  subjects,  to  charm  back  all  the  animation 
with  which  they  were  once  given.  So  he  availed  him- 
self of  that  freedom  in  their  revivification  which  is  both 
quite  intelligible  of  itself,  and  sufficiently  warranted 
by  the  precedent  of  so  many  greater  examples  of  all 
antiquity :  and  where  the  discourses  extend  to  greater 
length,  there  flowed  involuntarily  in  their  composition 
much  of  that  intuitive  conception  and  form  of  expression 
regarding  the  manifestation  of  Christ  which  had  long 
become  deeply  rooted  in  the  Apostle's  soul.  But  as 
certainly  as  these  discourses  bear  upon  them  the  colour- 
ing of  the  Apostle's  mind,  so  certainly  do  they  agree  in 
their  substantial  contents  with  his  best  recollections — 
because  the  Spruchsammlung  proves  that  the  discourses 
of  Christ  in  certain  moments  really  could  elevate  them- 
selves to  the  full  height,  which  in  John  only  throughout 
surprises  us  more  than  in  Matthew  (!).  To  deny  the 
Gospel  to  the  Apostle  for  such  reasons  were,  therefore, 
pure  folly,  and  in  the  highest  degree  unjust.  Moreover 
the  circumstance  that  we  sometimes  in  the  design  of 
such  discourses  again  meet  with,  or  even  see  further 
developed,  expressions  which  had  been  already  noted 
down  in  the  older  Gospels,  can  prove  nothing  against 
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the  apostolical  origin  of  the  Gospel,  as  it  was  indeed 
fully  open  to  him  to  make  use  of  the  contents  of  such 
older  writings,  if  it  pleased  him,  when  he  considered  it 
desirable,  and  when  they  came  to  the  help  of  his  own 
memory  of  those  long  passed  days:  for  he  certainly 
retained  many  or  aU  of  such  expressions  also  in  his  own 
memory/'  *  Elsewhere,  he  describes  the  work  as  "  glorified 
Gospel  history,''  composed  out  of  "  glorified  recollection.*'* 
Another  strenuous  defender  of  the  authenticity  of  the 
fourth  Gospel  wrote  of  it  as  follows :  "  Nevertheless 
everything  is  reconciled,"  says  Gfrorer,  **  if  one  accepts 
that  testimony  of  the  elders  as  true.  For  as  John  must 
have  written  the  Gospel  as  an  old  man,  that  is  to  say 
not  before  the  year  90 — 95  of  our  era,  there  is  an 
interval  of  more  than  half  a  century  between  the  time 
when  the  events  which  he  relates  really  happened,  and 
the  time  of  the  composition  of  his  book, — space  enough 
•certainly  to  make  a  few  mistakes  conceivable  even  pre- 
supposing a  good  memory  and  unshaken  love  of  truth. 
Let  us  imagine  for  instance' that  to-day  (in  1841)  an  old 
man  of  eighty  to  ninety  years  of  age  should  write  down 
from  mere  memory  the  occurrences  of  the  American 
War  (of  Independence),  in  which  he  himself  in  his  early 
youth  played  a  part.  Certainly  many  passages  in  his 
narrative  would  be  found,  even  though  they  might 
otherwise  be  true,  which  would  not  agree  with  the 
original  event.  Moreover  another  particular  circumstance 
must  be  added  in  connection  with  the  fourth  Gospel.  Two- 
thirds  of  it  consist  of  discourses,  which  John  places 
in  the  mouth  of  Jesus  Christ.      Now  every  day's  ex- 

»  Jalirb.  bibl.  Wise.,  x.  p.  91. 

***Yerkiarte    Eyangelische  G^eschichte/'  —  **verklarte  erinnening." 
Jahrb.  bibl.  Wiss.,  iii.  p.  163,  p.  166. 
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perience  proves  that  oral  impressions  are  much  more 
fleeting  than  those  of  sight.  The  happiest  memory 
scarcely  retains  long  orations  after  three  or  four  years : 
how,  then,  could  John  with  verbal  accuracy  report  the 
discourses  of  Jesus  after  fifty  or  sixty  years !  We  must 
be  content  if  he  truly  render  the  chief  contents  and 
spirit  of  them,  and  that,  as  a  rule;  he  does  this,  can  be 
proved.  It  has  been  shown  above  that  already,  before 
Christ,  a  very  peculiar  philosophy  of  religion  had  been 
formed  among  the  Egyptian  Jews,  which  found  its  way 
into  Palestine  through  the  Essenes,  and  also  numbered 
numerous  adherents  amongst  the  Jews  of  the  adjacent 
countries  of  Syria  and  Asia  Minor.  The  Apostle  Paul 
professed  this :  not  less  the  Evangelist  John.  Un- 
doubtedly the  latter  allowed  this  Theosophy  to  exercise 
a  strong  influence  upon  his  representation  of  the  life- 
history  of  Jesus,"  ^  &c. 

Now  all  such  admissions,  whilst  they  are  absolutely 
requisite  to  explain  the  undeniable  phenomena  of  the 
fourth  Gospel,  have  one  obvious  consequence  :  The  fourth 
Gospel,  by  whomsoever  written, — even  if  it  could  be 
traced  to  the  Apostle  John  himself, — has  no  real  his- 
torical value,  being  at  best  the  "  glorified  recollections  " 
of  an  old  man  written  down  half  a  century  after  the 
events  recorded.  The  absolute  difference  between  the 
teaching  of  this  Gospel  and  of  the  Synoptics  becomes 
perfectly  intelligible,  when  the  long  discourses  are  recog- 
nized to  be  the  result  of  Alexandrian  Philosophy  artisti- 
cally interwoven  with  developed  Pauline  Christianity,  and 
put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus.  It  will  have  been  remarked 
that  along  with  the  admission  of  great  subjectivity  in 
the  report  of  the  discourses,  and  that  nothing  beyond  the 

»  G/rdrer,  Allg.  K.  G.,  1841,  i.  p.  172  £ 
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mere  substance  of  the  original  teaching  can  reasonably 
be  looked  for,  there  is,  in  the  extracts  we  have  given,  an 
assertion  that  there  actually  is  a  faithful  reproduction  in 
this  Gospel  of  the  original  substance.  Now  there  is  not 
a  shadow  of  proof  of  this,  but  on  the  contrary  the 
strongest  reason  for  denying  the  fact ;  for,  unless  it  be 
accepted  that  the  Syn©ptics  have  so  completely  omitted 
the  whole  doctrinal  part  of  the  teaching  of  Jesus,  have 
so  carefully  avoided  the  very  peculiar  terminology  of  the 
Logos  Gospel,  and  have  conveyed  so  imhistorical  and 
erroneous  an  impression  of  the  life  and  religious  system 
of  Jesus  that,  without  the  fourth  Gospel,  we  should  not 
actually  have  had  an  idea  of  his  fundamental  doctrines, 
we  must  inevitably  recognize  that  the  fourth  Gospel 
cannot  possibly  be  a  true  reproduction  of  his  teaching. 
It  is  impossible  that  Jesus  can  have  had  two  such 
diametrically  opposed  systems  of  teaching, — one  purely 
moral,  the  other  wholly  dogmatic;  one  expressed  in 
wonderfully  terse,  clear,  brief  sayings  and  parables,  the 
other  in  long,  involved,  and  diflFuse  discourses;  one 
clothed  in  the  great  language  of  humanity,  the  other 
concealed  in  obscure  philosophic  terminology ; — and  that 
these  should  have  been  kept  so  distinct  as  they  are  in  the 
Synoptics,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  fourth  Gospel,  on 
the  other.  The  tradition  of  Justin  Martyr  applies  solely 
to  the  system  of  the  Synoptics  :  "  Brief  and  concise  were 
the  sentences  uttered  by  him  :  for  he  was  no  Sophist,  but 
his  word  was  the  power  of  God."^ 

We  have  already  pointed  out  the  evident  traces  of 
artificial  construction  in  the  discourses  and  dialogues  of 
the  fourth  Gospel,  and  the  more  closely  these  are  examined, 
the  more  clear  does  it  become  that  they  are  not  genuine 

*  Apol.,  i.  14,  see  vol.  ii.  p.  47. 
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reports  of  the  teacliing  of  Jesus,  but  mere  ideal  compo- 
sitions by  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel.  The  speeches 
of  John  the  Baptist,  the  discourses  of  Jesus,  and  the 
reflections  of  the  Evangelist  himself,*  are  marked  by 
the  same  peculiarity  of  style  and  proceed  from  the  same 
mind.  It  is  scarcely  possible  to  determine  where  the 
one  begins  and  the  other  enda^  It  is  quite  -clear,  for 
instance,  that  the  author  himself,  without  a  break,  con- 
tinues the  words  which  he  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus, 
in  the  colloquy  with  Nicodemus,  but  it  is  not  easy  to 
determine  where.  The  whole  dialogue  is  artificial  in 
the  extreme,  and  is  certainly  not  genuine,  and  this  is 
apparent  not  only  from  the  replies  attributed  to  the 
"teacher  of  Israel,"  but  to  the  irrelevant  manner  in 
which  the  reflections  loosely  ramble  from  the  new  birth 
to  the  dogmatic  statements  in  the  thirteenth  and  follow- 
ing verses,  which  are  the  never-failing  resource  of  the 
Evangelist  when  other  subjects  are  exhausted.  The 
sentiments  and  almost  the  words  either  attributed  to 
Jesus,  or  added  by  the  writer,  to  which  we  are  now 
referring,  iii.  12  ffl,  we  find  again  in  the  very  same 
chapter,  either  put  into  the  mouth  of  John  the  Baptist, 
or  as  reflections  of  the  author,  verses  31 — 36,  for  again 
we  add  that  it  is  diflScult  anywhere  to  discriminate  the 
speaker.  Indeed,  while  the  Synoptics  are  rich  in  the 
abimdance  of  practical  counsel  and  profound  moral 
insight,  as  well  as  in  variety  of  illustrative  parables,  it  is 
remarkable  how  much  sameness  there  is  in  all  the  dis- 
courses of  the  fourth  Gospel,  a  very  few  ideas  being 
constantly  reproduced.  Whilst  the  teaching  of  Jesus  in 
the  Synoptics  is  singularly  universal  and  impersonal,  in 
.  the  fourth  Gospel  it  is  purely  personal,  and  rarely  passes 

»  John  i.  1—18,  &c.,  &c  «  Cf.  t6.,  i.  16  ff.,  iii.  27  ff.,  10—21. 
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beyond  the  declaration  of  his  own  dignity,  and  the  incul- 
cation of  belief  in  him  as  the  only  means  of  salvation^ 
A  very  distinct  trace  of  ideal  composition  is  found  in 
xviL  3  :  "  And  this  is  eternal  life,  to  know  thee  the  only 
true  God,  and  him  whom  thou  didst  send,  even  Jesus 
Christ"  Even  apologists  admit  that  it  is  impossible  that 
Jesus  could  speak  of  himself  as  "Jesus  Christ"  We 
need  not,  however,  proceed  further  with  such  analysis 
We  believe  that  no  one  can  calmly  and  impartially 
examine  the  fourth  Gospel  without  being  convinced  of 
its  artificial  character.  If  some  portions  possess  real 
beauty,  it  is  of  a  purely  ideal  kind,  and  their  attraction 
consists  chiefly  in  the  presence  of  a  certain  vague  but 
suggestive  mysticism.  The  natural  longing  of  humanity 
for  any  revelation  regarding  a  future  state  has  not  been 
appealed  to  in  vain.  That  the  diffuse  and  often  mono- 
tonous discourses  of  this  Gospel,  however,  should  ever 
have  been  preferred  to  the  sublime  simplicity  of  the 
teaching  of  the  Synoptics,  illustrated  by  such  parables 
as  the  wise  and  foolish  virgins,  the  sower,  and  the 
Prodigal  Son,  and  culminating  in  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount,  each  sentence  of  which  is  so  full  of  profound 
truth  and  beauty,  is  little  to  the  credit  of  critical  sense 
and  judgment 

The  elaborate  explanations,  however,  by  which  the 
phenomena  of  the  fourth  Gospel  are  reconciled  with  the 
assumption  that  it  was  composed  by  the  Apostle  John  are 
in  vain,  and  there  is  not  a  single  item  of  evidence  within 
the  first  century  and  a  half  which  does  not  agree  with 
interna^  testimony  in  opposing  the  supposition.  To  one 
point,  however,  we  must  briefly  refer  in  connection  with 
this  statement  It  is  asserted  that  the  Gospel  and 
Epistles — or  at  least  the  first  Epistle — of  the  Canon 
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ascribed  to  the  Apostle  John  are  by  one  author,  although 
this  is  not  without  contradiction/  and  very  many  of 
those  who  agree  as  to  the  identity  of  authorship  by  no 
means  admit  the  author  to  have  been  the  Apostle  John. 
It  is  argued,  therefore,  that  the  use  of  the  Epistle  by 
Polycarp  and  Papias  is  evidence  of  the  apostolic  origin  of 
the  Gospel.  We  have,  however,  seen,  that  not  only  is  it 
very  imcertain  that  Polycarp  made  use  of  the  Epistle  at 
all,  but  that  he  does  not  in  any  case  mention  its  author's 
name.  There  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  that  he 
ascribed  the  Epistle,  even  supposing  he  knew  it,  to  the 
Apostle  John.  With  regard  to  Papias,  the  only  authority 
for  the  assertion  that  he  knew  the  Epistle  is  the  state- 
ment of  Eusebius  already  quoted  and  discussed,  that : 
"  He  used  testimonies  out  of  John's  first  Epistle.''  ^ 
There  is  no  evidence,  however,  even  supposing  the 
statement  of  Eusebius  to  be  correct,  that  he  ascribed  it  to 
the  Apostle.  The  earliest  undoubted  references  to  the 
Epistle,  in  fact,  are  by  Irenseus  and  Clement  of  Alex- 
andria>  so  that  this  evidence  is  of  little  avail  for  the 
Gospel.  There  is  no  name  attached  to  the  first  Epistle, 
and  the  second  and  third  have  the  superscription  of  **  the 
Presbyter,"  which,  applying  the  argument  of  Ewald 
regarding  the  author  of  the  Apocal3rpse,  ought  to  be  con- 
clusive against  their  being  written  by  an  Apostle.  As  all 
three  are  evidently  by  the  same  writer,  and  intended  to 
be  understood  as  by  the  author  of  the  Gospel,  and  that 
writer  does  not  pretend  to  be  an  Apostle,  but  calls 
himself  a  simple  Presbyter,  the  Epistles  likewise  give 

»  Baur,  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1844,  p.  666  f.,  1848,  pp.  293— 33T ;  Unters  kan. 
Ew;,  p.  3fi0;  Davidson,  Int.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  293  ff. ;  Zeller,  Theol.  Jahrb., 
1845,  p.  588  f.,  1847,  p.  137.  Credner  assigns  the  second  and  third 
Epistle  not  to  the  Apostle  but  to  the  Presbyter  John.  Einl.  N.  T.,  i. 
p.  687  ff.  '  H.  E»,  V.  8. 
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presumptive  evidence  against  the  apostolic  authorship  of 
the  Gospel. 

There  is  another  important  testimony  against  the 
Johannine  origin  of  the  fourth  Gospel  to  which  we  must 
briefly  refer.  We  have  pointed  out  that,  according  to 
the  fourth  Gospel,  Jesus  did  not  eat  the  Paschal  Supper 
with  his  disciples,  but  that  being  arrested  on  the  13th 
Nisan,  he  was  put  to  death  on  the  14th,  the  actual 
day  upon  which  the  Paschal  lamb  was  sacrificed.  The 
Synoptics,  on  the  contrary,  represent  that  Jesus  ate  the 
Passover  with  his  disciples  on  the  evening  of  the  14th, 
and  was  crucified  on  the  15th  Nisan*.  The  difference 
of  opinion  indicated  by  these  contradictory  accounts 
actually  prevailed  in  various  Churches,  and  in  the 
second  half  of  the  second  century  a  violent  discussion 
arose  as  to  the  day  upon  which  *'  the  true  Passover  of 
the  Lord"  should  be  celebrated,  the  Church  in  Asia 
Minor  maintaining  that  it  should  be  observed  on  the 
14th  Nisan, — the  day  on  which,  according  to  the  Synop- 
tics, Jesus  himself  celebrated  the  Passover  and  instituted 
the  Christian  festival, — whilst  the  Roman  Church  as  well 
as  most  other  Christians, — ^following  the  fourth  Gospel, 
which  represents  Jesus  as  not  celebrating  the  last  Pass- 
over, but  being  himself  slain  upon  the  14th  Nisan,  the 
true  Paschal  lamb, — had  abandoned  the  day  of  the  Jewish 
feast  altogether,  and  celebrated  the  Christian  festival  on 
Easter  Sunday,  upon  which  the  Resurrection  was  supposed 
to  have  taken  place.  Polycarp,  who  was  sent  to  Rome 
to  represent  the  Churches  of  Asia  Minor  in  the  discussions 
upon  the  subject,  could  not  be  induced  to  give  up  the 
celebration  on  the  1 4th  Nisan,  the  day  which,  according 
to  tradition,  had  always  been  observed,  and  he  appealed 
to  the  practice  of  the  Apostle  John  himself  in  support  of 
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that  date.  Eusebius  quotes  from  Irenaeus  the  statement 
of  the  case  :  *'  For  neither  could  Anicetus  persuade  Poly- 
carp  not  to  observe  it  (the  14th  Nisan),  because  he  had 
ever  observed  it  with  John  the  disciple  of  our  Lord,  and 
with  the  rest  of  the  Apostles  with  whom  he  consorted."  ^ 
Towards  the  end  of  the  century,  Polycrates,  the  Bishop 
of  Ephesus,  likewise  appeals  to  the  practice  of  "  John 
who  reclined  upon  the  bosom  of  the  Lord,"  as  well  as  of 
the  Apostle  Philip  and  his  daughters,  and  of  Poly  carp  and 
others  in  support  of  the  same  day  :  "  All  these  observed 
the  14th  day  of  the  Passover,  according  to  the  Gospel, 
without  variation,  but  following  according  to  the  rule  of 
faith."  ^  Now  it  is  evident  that,  according  to  this  un- 
doubted testimony,  the  Apostle  John  by  his  own  practice 
ratified  the  account  of  the  Synoptics^  and  contradicted 
the  data  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  upon  the  supposition 
that  he  so  long  lived  in  Asia  Minor  it  is  probable  that 
his  authority  largely  contributed  to  establish  the  ob- 
servance of  the  14th  Nisan  there.  We  must,  therefore, 
either  accept  that  the  Apostle  John  by  his  practice 
reversed  the  statement  of  his  own  Gospel,  or  that  he  was 
not  its  author,  which  of  course  is  the  natural  conclusion. 
Without  going  further  into  the  discussion,  which  would 
detain  us  too  long,  it  is  clear  that  the  Paschal  contro- 
versy is  opposed  to  the  supposition  that  the  Apostle  John 
was  the  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel.^ 

*  Oike  yap  6  'AviiajTos  t6v  HoKvKOfmov  ircla-cu.  ihvvaro  firf  rfipfiv^  St€  p^rh 
*I<odvpov  Tov  fia^TfTov  Tov  Kvpiov  fifi^v,  Koi  Tav  Xoitt&v  diroardXtov  ols  <rvvbU^ 
rpt^Vi  act  TenjprjKOTOf  k,t,\,  Irenceus,  Ady.  Hser.,  iii.  3,  §  4;  Eusebius, 
H.  E.,  V.  24. 

'  Ouroi  n6»rr€s  enjprja-ap  rfiv  r)p,lpav  rrjs  T«r<rap€(rKaid€KaTT}s  tov  ndtrxa  Korh 
t6  €vayy€\ioVf  firfbiv  irap€icpaivovT(Sy  aXX6.  Kara  t6v  Kav6va  rrjs  mareas  okoXov" 
OovpTts,    Eusebius  J  H.  E.,  v.  24, 

»  Baur,  Unterfl.  kan.  Evr.,  p.  334  ff. ;  Theol.  Jahrb.,  1857,  p.  242  ff. ; 
K  G.  drei  erst.  Jahrh.,  p.  156  ff.;  Davidson,  Int.  N.  T.,  ii.  p.  403  ff.; 
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We  have  seen  that,  whilst  there  is  not  one  particle  of 
evidence  during  a  century  and  a  half  after  the  events 
recorded  in  the  fourth  Gospel  that  it  was  composed  by 
the  son  of  Zebedee,  there  is,  on  the  contrary,  the 
strongest  reason  for  believing  that  he  did  not  write  it 
The  first  i^Titer  who  quotes  a  passage  of  the  Gospel  with 
the  mention  of  his  name  is  Theophilus  of  Antioch,  who 
gives  the  few  words :  "  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word 
and  the  Word  was  with  God,"  as  spoken  by  *'  John," 
whom  he  considers  amongst  the  divinely  inspired  (oJ 
TJvevfiaTo^opot),^  though  even  he  does  not  distinguish 
him  as  the  Apostle.  We  have  seen  the  legendary  nature 
of  the  late  traditions  regarding  the  composition  of  the 
Gospel,  of  which  a  specimen  waa  given  in  the  defence  of 
it  in  the  Canon  of  Muratori,  and  we  must  not  further 
quote  them.  The  first  writer  who  distinctly  classes  the 
four  Gospels  together  is  Irenaeus ;  and  the  reasons  which 
he  gives  for  the  existence  of  precisely  that  number  in 
the  Canon  of  the  Church  illustrate  the  thoroughly 
uncritical  character  of  the  Fathers,  and  the  slight 
dependence  which  can  be  placed  upon  their  judgments, 
"  But  neither  can  the  Gospels  be  more  in  number  than 
they  are,*'  says  Irenaeus,  "  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  can 
they  be  fewer.  For  as  there  are  four  quarters  of  the 
world  in  which  we  are,  and  four  general  winds  (icadoXtKa 
TTvevfiaTo),  and  the  Church  is  disseminated  throughout 
all  the  world,  and  the  Gospel  is  the  pillar  and  prop  of  the 
Church  and  the  spirit  of  life,  it  is  right  that  she  should 

Hilgenfeld,  Die  Evangelien,  p.  341  ff. ;  Der  Paschastreit,  u.  s.  w.,  Theol. 
Jahrb.,  1849,  p.  209  f. ;  Der  Paschafitroit,  1860;  ScholtenyBasEy,  Johan., 
p.  387  ff.  De  stei-fdag  van  Jezus  volgens  het  vieide  Evangelie,  1856; 
Schwegler,  Der  Montanismus,  p.  191  ff. 

*  Ad  Autolyc,  ii.  22.     TUchendorf  dates  this  work  about  A.D.  180. 
Warm  wurden,  u.  s.  w.,  p.  16,  anm.  1. 
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have  four  pillars,  on  all  sides  breathing  out  immortality 
and  revivifying  men.  From  which  it  is  manifest  that 
the  Word,  the  maker  of  all,  he  who  sitteth  upon  the 
Cherubim  and  containeth  all  things,  who  was  manifested 
to  man,  has  given  to  us  the  Gospel,  four- formed  but  pos- 
sessed by  one  spirit ;  as  David  also  says,  supplicating 
his  advent :  *  Thou  that  sittest  between  the  Cherubim, 
shine  forth.'  For  the  Cherubim  also  are  four-faced, 
and  their  faces  are  symbols  of  the  working  of  the  Son  of 
God  ....  and  the  Gospels,  therefore,  are  in  harmony 
with  these  amongst  which  Christ  is  seated.  For  the 
Gospel  according  to  John  relates  his  first  effectual  and 
glorious  generation  from  the  Father,  saying  :  '  In  the 
beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God, 
and  God  was  the  Word,'  and  '  all  things  were  made  by 
him,  and  without  him  nothing  was  made.'  On  this 
account  also  this  Gospel  is  full  of  all  assurance,  for  such 
is  his  person.^  But  the  Gospel  according  to  Luke,  being 
as  it  were  of  priestly  character,  opened  with  Zach  arias 

the  priest  sacrificing  to  God But  Matthew 

narrates  his  generation  as  a  man,  saying :  *  The  book  of 
the  generation  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  son  of  David,  the  son 
of  Abraham,'  and  '  the  birth  of  Jesus  Christ  was  on  this 
wise.'  This,  therefore,  is  the  Gospel  of  his  humanity, 
and  on  this  account  a  man,  humble  and  mild  in  character, 
is  presented  throughout  the  Gospel.  But  Mark  makes 
his  commencement  after  a  prophetic  Spirit  coming  down 
from  on  high  unto  men,  saying  :  '  The  beginning  of  the 
Gospel  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  it  is  written  in  Isaiah  the 
prophet ;'  indicating  the  winged  form  of  the  Gospel ;  and 

*The  Greek  of  this  rather  unintelligible  sentence  is  not  preserved. 
The  Latin  version  reads  as  follows :  Propter  hoc  et  omni  fiducia  plenum 
est  Evangelinm  istud ;  talis  est  enim  persona  ejus. 
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for  this  reason  he  makes  a  compendious  and  precursory 

declaration,  for  this  is  the  prophetic  character 

Such,  therefore,  as  was  the  course  of  the  Son  of  God, 
such  also  is  the  form  of  the  living  creatures  ;  and  such  as 
is  the  form  of  the  living  creatures,  such  also  is  the 
character  of  the  Gospel.  For  quadriform  are  the  living 
creatures,  quadriform  is  the  Gospel,  and  quadriform  the 
course  of  the  Lord.     And  on  this  account  four  covenants 

were  given  to  the  human  race These  things  being 

thus ;  vain  and  ignorant,  and,  moreover,  audacious  are 
those  who  set  aside  the  form  of  the  Gospel,  and  declare 
the  aspects  of  the  Gospels  as  either  more  or  less  than  has 
been  said."^  As  such  principles  of  criticism  presided 
over  the  formation  of  the  Canon,  it  is  not  singular  that  so 
many  of  the  decisions  of  the  Fathers  have  been  reversed. 
Irenaeus  himself  mentioned  the  existence  of  heretics  who 
rejected  the  fourth  Gospel,^  and  Epiphanius'  refers  to 
the  Alogi,  who  equally  denied  its  authenticity,  but  it  is 
not  needful  for  us  further  to  discuss  this  point  Enough 
has  been  said  to  show  that  the  testimony  of  the  fourth 
Gospel  is  of  no  value  towards  establishing  the  truth  of 
miracles  and  the  reality  of  Divine  Revelation, 

*  IremmiSy  Adv.  Hcer.,  iii.  11,  §§8,  9. 

2  Adv.  Hffir.,  iii.  2,  §  9.  s  Hjbf.,  H.  3,  4,  28. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

We  may  now  briefly  sum  up  the  conclusions  to  which 
we  axe  led  by  our  inquiry  into  the  reality  of  Divine 
Revelation,  although  we  shall  carefully  confine  ourselves 
within  certain  limits,  in  order  that  we  may  not  too  far 
anticipate  the  fuller  observations  which  we  shall  have  to 
make  at  the  close  of  the  second  portion  of  this  work, 
when  we  find  the  results  at  which  we  now  arrive  con- 
firmed by  more  comprehensive  examination  of  the 
subject.  It  is  impossible  to  refrain  from  some  anticipa- 
tion of  final  reflections,  nor  would  it  be  right  to  delay  a 
clear  statement  of  what  we  believe  to  be  the  truth  and 
its  consequences. 

We  have  seen  that  a  Divine  Revelation  is  such  only 
by  virtue  of  communicating  to  us  something  which  we 
could  not  know  without  it,  and  which  is  in  fact  undis- 
coverable  by  human  reason ;  and  that  miraculous  evi- 
dence is  absolutely  requisite  to  establish  its  reality.  It 
is  admitted  that  no  other  testimony  could  justify  our 
believing  the  specific  revelation  which  we  are  considering, 
the  very  substance  of  which  is  supernatural  and  beyond 
the  criterion  of  reason,  and  that  its  astounding  announce- 
ments, if  not  demonstrated  to  be  miraculous  truths,  must 
inevitably  be  pronounced  "the  wildest  delusions.''  On 
examining  the  supposed  miraculous  evidence,  however, 
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we  find  that  not  only  is  it  upon  general  grounds  ante- 
cedently incredible,  but  that  the  testimony  by  which  its 
reality  is  supported,  so  far  from  establishing  the  infer- 
ences drawn  from  the  supposed  supernatural  phenomena, 
is  totally  insufficient  even  to  certify  the  actual  occurrence 
of  the  events  narrated.  The  history  of  miraculous  pre- 
tension in  the  world,  and  the  circumstances  attending 
this  special  exhibiti6n  of  it,  suggest  natural  explanations 
of  the  reported  facts  which  rightly  and  infallibly  remove 
them  from  the  region  of  the  supernatural. 

Even  if  the  reality  of  miracles  could  be  substantiated, 
their  value  as  evidence  for  the  Divine  Revelation  is 
destroyed  by  the  necessaay  admission  that  miracles  are 
not  limited  to  one  source,  but  that  there  are  miracles 
Satanic  which  are  to  be  disbelieved,  as  well  as  Divine 
and  evidential  As  the  doctrines  supposed  to  be  revealed 
are  beyond  Reason,  and  cannot  in  any  sense,  therefore, 
be  intelligently  approved  by  the  human  intellect,  no 
evidence  which  is  of  so  double  and  inconclusive  a  nature 
could  sufficiently  attest  them.  This  alone  would  dis- 
qualify the  Christian  miracles  for  the  duty  which  miracles 
alone  are  considered  capable  of  performing. 

The  supposed  miraculous  evidence  for  the  Divine 
Revelation,  moreover,  is  not  only  without  any  special 
divine  character,  being  avowedly  common  also  to  Satanic 
agency,  but  it  is  not  original  either  in  conception  or 
details.  Similar  miracles  to  those  which  are  supposed  to 
attest  it  are  reported  long  antecedent  to  the  promulga- 
tion of  Christianity,  and  continued  to  be  performed  for 
centuries  after  it.  A  stream  of  miraculous  pretension, 
in  fact,  has  flowed  through  all  human  history,  deep  and 
broad  as  it  has  passed  through  the  darker  ages,  but 
dwindling  down  to  a  thread  as  it  has  entered  days  of 
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enlightenment.  The  evidence  was  too  haxjkneyed  and 
commonplace  to  make  any  impression  upon  those  before 
whom  the  Christian  miracles  are  said  to  have  been  per- 
formed, and  it  altogether  failed  to  convince  the  people  to 
whom  the  Revelation  was  primarily  addressed.  The  selec- 
tion of  such  evidence  for  such  a  purpose  is  much  more 
characteristic  of  human  weakness  than  of  divine  power. 

The  true  character  of  miracles  is  at  once  betrayed 
by  the  fact  that  their  supposed  occurrence  has  been 
confined  to  ages  of  ignorance  and  superstition,  and  that 
they  are  absolutely  unknown  in  any  time  or  place 
where  science  has  provided  witnesses  fitted  to  appreciate 
and  ascertain  the  nature  of  such  exhibitions  of  super- 
natural power.  There  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  that 
any  attempt  was  made  to  investigate  the  supposed 
miraculous  occurrences,  or  to  justify  the  inferences  so 
freely  drawn  from  them,  nor  is  there  any  reason  to 
believe  that  the  witnesses  possessed  in  any  considerable 
degree  the  fulness  of  knowledge  and  sobriety  of  judgment 
requisite  for  the  purpose.  No  miracle  has  yet  estab- 
lished its  claim  to  the  rank  even  of  apparent  reality,  and 
all  such  phenomena  must  remain  in  the  dim  region  of 
imagination.  The  test  applied  to  the  largest  class  of 
miracles,  connected  with  demoniacal  possession,  discloses 
the  falsity  of  all  miraculous  pretension. 

There  is  no  uncertainty  as  to  the  origin  of  belief  in 
supernatural  interference  with  nature.  The  assertion 
that  spurious  miracles  have  sprung  up  round  a  few 
instances  of  genuine  miraculous  power  has  not  a  single 
valid  argument  to  support  it  History  clearly  demon- 
strates that  wherever  ignorance  and  superstition  have 
prevailed  every  obscure  occurrence  has  been  attributed 
to  supernatural  agency,  and  it  is  freely  acknowledged 
that,  under  their  influence,  inexplicable  and  miraculous 
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are  convertible  terms.  On  the  other  hand,  in  proportion 
as  knowledge  of  natural  laws  has  increased,  the  theory 
of  supernatural  interference  with  the  order  of  nature  has 
been  dispelled,  and  miracles  have  ceased.  The  effect  of 
science,  however,  is  not  limited  to  the  present  and 
future,  but  its  action  is  equally  retrospective,  and  phe- 
nomena which  were  once  ignorantly  isolated  from  the 
great  sequence  of  natural  cause  and  effect,  are  now 
restored  to  their  place  in  the  unbroken  order.  Ignorance 
and  superstition  created  miracles ;  knowledge  has  for 
ever  annihilated  them. 

Miracles,  of  the  reality  of  which  there  is  no  evidence 
worthy  of  the  name,  are  not  only  contradictory  to  com- 
plete induction,  but  even  on  the  avowal  of  those  who 
aflSrm  them,  they  only  cease  to  be  incredible  upon  certain 
assumptions  with  regard  to  the  Supreme  Being  which  are 
equally  opposed  to  Eeason.  These  assumptions,  it  is  not 
denied,  are  solely  derived  from  the  Revelation  which 
miracles  are  intended  to  attest,  and  the  whole  argument, 
therefore,  ends  in  the  palpable  absurdity  of  making  the 
Eevelation  rest  upon  miracles  which  have  nothing  to 
rest  upon  themselves  but  the  Eevelation.  The  ante- 
cedent assumption  of  the  Divine  design  of  Eevelation 
and  of  the  necessity  for  it  stands  upon  no  firmer  founda- 
tion, and  it  is  emphatically  excluded  by  the  whole  con- 
stitution of  the  order  of  nature,  whose  imperative 
principle  is  progressive  development  Upon  all  grounds 
of  Eeason  and  experience  the  supposed  miraculous  evi- 
dence, by  which  alone  we  could  be  justified  in  believing 
in  the  reality  of  the  Divine  Eevelation,  must  l>e  pro- 
nounced mere  human  delusion,  and  the  result  thus 
attained  is  confirmed  by  every  external  consideration. 

When  we  turn  from  more  general  arguments  to 
examine  the  documentary  evidence  foibijji^  ^^itp^fcthe 
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supposed  miraculous  occurrences,  and  of  the  Divine 
Revelation  which  they  accredit,  we  meet  with  the  charac- 
teristics which  might  have  been  expected  We  do  not 
find  any  real  trace  even  of  the  existence  of  our  Gospels 
for  a  century  and  a  half  after  the  events  they  record 
They  are  anonymous  narratives,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
of  any  value  connecting  these  works  with  the  writers  to 
whom  they  are  popularly  attributed.  On  the  contrary, 
the  facts  stated  by  Papias  fully  justify  the  conclusion 
that  our  first  and  second  Synoptics  cannot  be  the  works 
said  to  have  been  composed  by  Matthew  and  Mark.  The 
third  Synoptic  is  an  avowed'  compilation  by  one  who  was 
not  an  eye-witness  of  the  occurrences  narrated,  and  the 
identity  of  the  writer  cannot  be  established  As  little 
was  the  supposed  writer  of  the  second  Synoptic  a  personal 
witness  of  the  scenes  of  his  history.  The  author  of  the 
fourth  Gospel  is  unknown,  and  no  impartial  critic  can 
assert  the  historical  character  of  his  narrative.  Apart 
from  continual  minor  contradictions  throughout  all  of 
these  narratives,  it  is  impossible  to  reconcile  the  markedly 
different  representations  of  the  fourth  and  of  the  Synoptic 
Gospels.  They  mutually  destroy  each  other  as  evidence. 
These  Gospels  themselves  do  not  pretend  to  be  inspired 
histories,  and  they  cannot  upon  any  ground  be  regarded 
as  more  than  mere  human  compositions.  As  evidence 
for  miracles  and  the  reality  of  Divine  Revelation  they 
have  no  weight,  being  merely  narratives,  written  long 
after  the  events  recorded,  by  unknown  persons  who  were 
neither  eye-witnesses  of  the  supposed  miraculous  occur- 
rences, nor  hearers  of  the  statements  they  profess  to 
report.  Contemporary  testimony  of  such  character 
would  have  possessed  little  force  against  the  opposing 
weight  of  complete  induction,  but  still  smaller  is  the 
evidential  value  of  such  narratives  as  these,  which  ^g|^ 
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largely  or  wholly  based  upon  pious  tradition,  and  which 
could  not,  in  that  superstitious  age,  have  excluded  the 
mythical  elements  which  are  so  palpably  incorporated  in 
our  Gospels.  The  world  is  full  of  illustrations  of  the 
rapid  growth  of  legendary  matter,  and  it  would  indeed 
have  been  little  short  of  miraculous  had  these  narratives 
been  exceptions  to  the  universal  rule,  written  as  they 
were  under  the  strongest  religious  excitement  at  a  time 
"  when  almost  every  ordinary  incident  became  a 
miracle,^'  and  in  that  "  mythic  period  in  which  reality 
melted  into  fable,  and  invention  unconsciously  trespassed 
on  the  province  of  history."  Tradition,  in  other  forms, 
to  which  appeal  is  sometimes  made,  is  still  more  worth- 
less, and,  opposed  to  the  result  of  universal  experience, 
it  is  unworthy  of  a  moment's  consideration. 

The  miraculous  evidence  upon  which  alone,  it  is  ad- 
mitted, we  could  be  justified  in  believing  its  astounding 
doctrines  being  thus  nugatory,  the  claims  of  Christianity 
to  be  considered  a  Divine  Revelation  must  necessarily  be 
disallowed,  and  its  supernatural  elements,  which  are,  in 
fact,  the  very  substance  of  the  system,  inevitably  sharing 
the  same  fate  as  the  supposed  miraculous  evidence,  must, 
therefore,  be  rejected  as  incredible  and  opposed  to  Eeason 
and  complete  induction. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  claim  to  direct  Divine 
origin,  so  far  from  being  peculiar  to  Christianity,  has 
been  equally  advanced  by  all  the  great  systems  of  Reli- 
gion which  have  ever  been  promulgated  and  taken  root 
in  the  world.  In  this,  as  in  all  other  respects,  Chris- 
tianity can  be  fitly  classified,  and  assigned  its  place  in 
natural  sequence  with  other  historical  creeds,  by  the 
rapidly  maturing  Science  of  Religion.  The  character  of 
Divine  Revelation,  in  any  supernatural  sense,  cannot  be 
accorded  to  any  of   the    Religions  which  have  succes- 

Digitized  by  VjOOy  tC 


CONCLUSIONS.  483 

sively  laid  claim  to  it ;  and  whilst  in  one  sense  Chris- 
tianity is  the  most  divine  of  all  human  systems,  it  must 
be  remarked  that  this  is  solely  due  to  its  noble  morality, 
and  not  to  its  supernatural  dogmas,  which  are  not  more 
original  than  the  evidence  by  which  they  "are  supposed 
to  be  attested.  The  so-called  Divine  Revelation  in  fact 
is  both  in  conception  and  details  supremely  anthropo- 
morphic. There  is  not  one  of  its  dogmas  which  does 
not  find  parallels  in  antecedent  religions,  and  although 
the  same  may  be  said  of  its  isolated  precepts,  it  is,  not- 
withstanding, in  the  completeness  and  perfection  of  its 
elevated  morality  that  its  only  true  and  undeniable 
originality  consists. 

Christianity  takes  a  higher  position  when  recognized 
to  be  the  most  perfect  development  of  human  morality 
than  it  could  do  as  an  abortive  pretendent  to  divine 
honours.  There  is  little  indeed  in  its  history  and  actual 
achievements  to  support  the  claim  made  on  its  behalf  to 
the  character  of  a  scheme  Divinely  revealed  for  the  salva- 
tion of  the  human  race.  Primarily  communicated  to  a  fa- 
voured nation,  which  almost  unanimously  rejected  it  then, 
and  whose  descendants  still  continue  almost  unanimously 
to  confirm  the  original  judgment,  it  has  not,  after  up- 
wards of  1800  years,  obtained  even  the  nominal  adherence 
of    more  than   a  third  of  the   human    race.^      S&kya 

^  The  different  creeds  may  be  roughly  esticaated  as  follows : — 
Christians         ....     340  millions. 
Other  creeds         .        .        .     .    660       „ 

The  last  item  is  composed  as  follows : — 

Aahomedans    .        .        •        •    124  millions. 

Buddhists 300       „ 

Brahmins  .        .        .     '  .     130       ,, 

Other  Pagans       .        •        •    •    100       „ 
Jews         •        .        .        •        •        6       ,y 
Cf.  A,  K,  Johmtorif  Physical  Atlas,  1866,  Chart  xxxiv.,  p.  111. 
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Muni,  a  teacher  only  second  in  nobility  of  character  to 
Jesus,  who,  like  him,  proclaimed  a  system  of  elevated 
morality,  has  even  now  almost  as  many  followers, 
although  his  missionaries  have  never  penetrated  the 
West^  and  his  creed  is  much  less  adapted  for  general 
acceptance.  Such  results  attained  by  a  Religion  specially 
claiming  the  character  of  direct  Divine  Revelation  cannot 
be  called  supernatural,  although  they  may  not  be  dispro- 
portionate for  a  human  system  of  pure  spiritual  morality. 
In  considering  the  actual  position  of  Christianity, 
however,  and  what  it  may  have  done  for  the  world  as  a 
religious  system,  its  supernatural  dogmas  become  a  mere 
question  of  detail  The  Divine  origin  attributed  to  its 
founder,  the  miraculous  circumstances  represented  as 
attending  his  birth  and  subsequent  career,  as  well  as  the 
hope  of  reward  in  a  future  life,  and  the  fear  of  eternal 
punishment,  undoubtedly  exercised  a  certain  influence 
in  ages  of  darkness  and  superstition,  to  which  the  lofty 
morality  of  Jesus  might  have  appealed  in  vain,  and, 
iherefore,  they  may  have  contributed  towards  the  propa- 
gation of  Christianity.  The  supernatural  dogmas,  how- 
ever, have  no  virtue  in  themselves.  We  shall  not  here 
inquire  how  much,  or  how  little  of  civilization  in  Europe 
has  been  due  to  the  influence  of  Christianity,  but  we 
may  assert  that  whatever  beneficial  effect  has  been  pro- 
duced by  it  has  been  solely  attributable  to  its  morality. 
It  is  an  undoubted  fact  that  wherever,  as  in  the  Eastern 
Church,  dogmatic  theology  ha^  been  dominant,  civi- 
lization has  declined.  Theological  bigotry  rapidly  ex- 
tinguishes Christian  virtues.  But  for  the  filtration  of 
morality  through  doqtrinal  obstructions  the  dogmas  of 
ecclesiastical  Christianity  would  have  produced  little  or 
nothing  but  evil  for 'the  world.     They  have  been  the 
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fruitful  source  of  "  hatred,  malice,  and  aU  uncharitable- 
ness,"  and  their  propagation  by  sword  and  stake  has 
ensanguined  many  a  page  of  history.  Whatever  ser- 
vice the  supernatural  dogmas  may  have  rendered  in 
securing  authority  for  the  sublime  Keligion  of  Jesus 
in  ages  of  barbarism  incapable  of  understanding  its 
elevated  purity,  their  influence  and  utility  can  only 
be  regarded  as  temporary.  Their  abandonment  can 
have  no  prejudicial  effect  upon  the  power  of  Religion. 
No  one  who  pretends  to  make  the  moral  teaching  of 
Jesus  the  rule  of  life  merely  from  dogmatic  obligation 
can  have  understood  that  morality  at  all,  or  penetrated 
beyond  the  mere  letter  of  its  precepts.  On  the  other 
hand,  weighted  as  Christian  morality  has  been  by  super- 
natural dogmas,  which  are  felt  to  be  incredible,  doubt 
and  hesitation  with  regard  to  these  more  or  less  paralyzes 
its  practical  authority. 

Even  Bishop  Butler  acknowledges  that  the  importance 
of  Christianity  primarily  arises  from  its  being  a  distinct 
declaration  and  institution  of  natural  morality ;  and  he 
only  accords  to  its  supernatural  dogmas*  a  secondary  rank. 
No  one  can  have  attentively  studied  the  subject  without 
being  struck  by  the  absence  of  any  such  dogmas  from 
the  earlier  records  of  the  teaching  of  Jesus.  We  shall 
probably  never  be  able  to  determine  now  how  far  the 
great  Teacher  may,  through  his  own  speculations  or  mis- 
understood spiritual  utterances,  have  originated  the  super- 
natural doctrines  subsequently  attributed  to  him,  and  by 
which  his  whole  history  and  system  soon  became  suffused. 
There  can  be  little  doubt  that  in  great  part  the  miracu- 
lous elements  of  Christianity  are  due  to  the  profound 
and  excited  veneration  of  uninstructed  and  superstitious 

'  Analogy,  part  ii.,  ch.  1.  * 
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ages  for  the  elevated  character  of  Jesus.     The  history  of 
the  world  is  not  without  instances  of  similar  phenomena, 
but  as  a  slight  illustration  of  the  tendency  we  may,  in 
passing,   merely  point  to  the  case  of  the  excited  and 
superstitious  populace  of  Lystra,  who  with  less  reason  are 
described  as  hailing  Paul  and  Barnabas  as  gods.     What- 
ever explanation  may  be  given,  however,  it  is  undeniable 
that  the  earliest  teaching  of  Jesus  recorded  in  the  Gospel 
which  can  be  regarded  in  any  degree  as  historical  is  pure 
morality  almost^   if    not  quite,  free    from    theological 
dogmas.     Morality  was  the  essence  of  his  system ;  theo- 
logy was  an  after-thought.     It  is  to  the  followers  of 
Jesus,  and  not  to  the  Master  himself,  that  we  owe  the 
supernatural  elements  so  characteristic  of  the  age  and 
people.     We  may  look  in  vain  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels 
for  the  doctrines  elaborated  in  the  Pauline  Epistles  and 
the  Gospel   of  Ephesus.     The  great  transformation  of 
Christianity  was  thus  efifected  by  men  who  had  never 
seen  Jesus,  and  who  were  only  acquainted  with  his  teach- 
ing when  already  transmuted  by  tradition.     The  fervid 
imagination  of  the  East  constructed  Christian  theology. 
It  is  not  diflSeult  to  follow  the  gradual  development  of 
the  creeds  of  the  Church,  and  it  is  certainly  most  instruc- 
tive to  observe  the  progressive  boldness  with  wliich  its 
dogmas  were  expanded  by  pious  enthusiasm.     The  New 
Testament  alone  represents  several  stages  of  dogmatic 
evolution.     Before  his  first  followers  had  passed  away, 
intricate  systems  of  dogma  and  mysticism   began   to 
prevaiL     The  disciples  who  had  so  often  misunderstood 
the  teaching  of  Jesus  during  his  life,  piously  distorted 
it  after  his  death.     His  simple  lessons  of  meekness  and 
humility  were  soon  forgotten.     With  lamentable  rapidity 
the    elaborate    structure  of   ecclesiastical    Christianity, 

Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


CONCLUSIONS.  487 

following  stereotyped  lines  of  human  superstition,  and 
deeply  coloured  by  Alexandrian  philosophy^  displaced 
the  simple  morality  of  Jesus.  Doctrinal  controversy, 
which  commenced  amongst  the  very  apostles,  has  ever 
since  divided  the  unity  of  the  Christian  body.  The  per- 
verted ingenuity  of  successive  generations  of  Churchmen 
has  filled  the  world  with  theological  quibbles  which 
have  naturally  enough  culminated  of  late  in  doctrines 
of  Immaculate  Conception  and  Papal  Infallibility. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  Christian  ethics  were  not  in 
their  details  either  new  or  original  The  precepts  which 
distinguish  the  system  may  be  found  separately  in  early 
religions,  in  ancient  philosophies,  and  in  the  utterances 
of  the  great  poets  md  seers  of  Israel  The  teaching  of  ^ 
Jesus,  however,  carried  morality  to  the  sublimest  point 
attained,  or  even  attainable,  by  humanity.  The  influence 
of  his  spiritual  religion  has  been  rendered  doubly  great 
by  the  unparalleled  purity  and  elevation  of  his  own 
character.  Surpassing  in  his  sublime  simplicity  and 
earnestness  the  moral  grandeur  of  S&kya  Muni,  and 
putting  to  the  blush  the  sometimes  sullied,  though  gene- 
rally admirable,  teaching  of  Socrates  and  Plato,  and  the 
whole  round  of  Greek  philosophers,  he  presented  the 
rare  spectacle  of  a  life,  so  far  as  we  can  estimate  it, 
uniformly  noble  and  consistent  with  his  own  lofty  prin- 
ciples, so  that  the  "imitation  of  Christ''  has  become 
almost  the  final  word  in  the  preaching  of  his  religion, 
and  must  continue  to  be  one  of  the  most  powerful 
elements  of  its  permanence.  His  system  might  not  be 
new,  but  it  was  in  a  high  sense  the  perfect  development 
of  natural  morality,  and  it  was  final  in  this  respect 
amongst  others,  that,  superseding  codes  of  law  and 
elaborate  rules  of  life,  it  confined  itself  to  two  funda- 
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mental  principles:  Love  to  God  and  love  to  man. 
Whilst  all  previous  systems  had  merely  sought  to  purify 
the  stream,  it  demanded  the  purification  of  the  fountain. 
It  placed  the  evil  thought  on  a  par  with  the  evil  action. 
Such  morality,  based  upon  the  intelligent  and  earnest 
acceptance  of  Divine  Law,  and  perfect  recognition  of  the 
brotherhood  of  man,  is  the  highest  conceivable  by 
humanity,  and  although  its  power  and  influence  must 
augment  with  the  increase  of  enlightenment,  it  is  itself 
beyond  development,  consisting  as  it  does  of  principles 
unlimited  in  their  range,  and  inexhaustible  in  their 
application.  Its  perfect  realization  is  that  true  spiritual 
NirvAna  which  Sakya  Muni  less  clearly  conceived,  and 
obscured  with  Oriental  mysticism :  extinction  of  rebel- 
lious personal  opposition  to  Divine  order,  and  the  attain- 
ment of  perfect  harmony  with  the  will  of  God. 

Such  a  system  can  well  afford  to  abandon  claims  to  a 
supernatural  character  which  have  been  raised  for  it  in 
ages  of  superstitious  ignorance,  but  which  now  do  it  but 
little  honour,  and  to  purge  itself  of  dogmas  devised 
by  pious  fanaticism  against  which  reason  and  morality 
revolt.  It  is  obvious  that  such  morality  must  be  em- 
braced for  its  own  excellence  alone.  It  requires  no  mi- 
raculous evidence,  and  it  is  independent  of  supernatural 
dogma.  We  cannot  in  any  high  sense  receive  it  at  all 
except  for  its  own  sake,  with  earnest  appreciation  of  its 
truth,  and  love  of  its  perfect  principles ;  and  any  argu- 
ment that  Christian  Morality  would  not  possess  authority 
and  influence  apart  from  Christian  Theology  is  degrading 
to  the  very  religion  it  pretends  to  uphold.  No  practice 
of  Christian  ethics  for  any  ulterior  object  whatever  can 
be  more  than  mere  formality.  Mosaism  might  be  content 
with  observance  of  Law  secured  by  a  promise  of  length 
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of  days  in  the  land,  or  a  threat  of  death  to  the  offender, 
but  the  great  Teacher  demanded  holiness  for  itself  alone. 
The  morality  of  Jesus  lays  absolute  claim  to  the  whole 
heart  and  mind,  and  they  cannot  be  bribed  by  hopes  of 
heaven,  or  coerced  by  fears  of  hell.  The  purity  of  heart 
which  alone  "sees  God'*  is  not  dependent  on  views  of 
the  Trinity,  or  belief  in  a  miraculous  birth  and  incarna- 
tion. On  the  contrary,  the  importance  which  has  been 
attached  to  Theology  by  the  Christian  Church,  almost 
from  its  foundation,  has  been  subversive  of  Christian 
morality.  In  surrendering  its  miraculous  element,  and  its 
claims  to  supernatural  origin,  therefore,  the  religion  of 
Jesus  does  not  lose  its  virtue  or  the  qualities  which  have 
made  it  a  blessing  to  humanity.  It  sacrifices  none  of  that 
elevated  character  which  has  distinguished  and  raised  it 
above  all  human  systems :  it  merely  relinquishes  a  claim 
which  it  has  shared  with  all  antecedent  religions,  and 
severs  its  connection  with  ignorant  superstition.  It  is 
too  divine  in  its  morality  to  require  the  aid  of  miraculous 
attributes.  No  supernatural  halo  can  heighten  its 
spiritual  beauty,  and  no  mysticism  deepen  its  holiness. 
In  its  perfect  simplicity  it  is  sublime,  and  in  its  profound 
wisdom  it  is  eternal. 

We  gain  infinitely  more  than  we  lose  in  abandoning 
belief  in  the  reality  of  Divine  Revelation.  Whilst  we 
retain  pure  and  unimpaired  the  light  of  Christian 
Morality,  we  relinquish  nothing  but  the  debasing 
elements  added  to  it  by  human  superstition.  We  are 
no  longer  bound  to  believe  a  theology  which  outrages 
Reason  and  moral  sense.  We  are  freed  from  base  an- 
thropomorphic views  of  God  and  his  government  of 
the  universe;  and  from  Jewish  mythology  we  rise  to 
higher  conceptions  of  an  infinitely  wise  and  beneficent 
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Being,  hidden  from  our  finite  minds  it  is  true  in  the 
impenetrable  glory  of  Divinity,  but  whose  Laws  of 
wondrous  comprehensiveness  and  perfection  we  ever 
perceive  in  operation  around  us.  We  are  no  longer  dis- 
turbed by  visions  of  fitful  interference  with  the  order  of 
Nature,  but  we  recognize  that  the  Being  who  regulates 
the  universe  is  without  variableness  or  shadow  of  turn- 
ing. It  is  singular  how  little  4:here  is  in  the  supposed 
Revelation  of  alleged  information,  however  incredible, 
regarding  that  which  is  beyond  the  limits  of  human 
thought,  but  that  little  is  of  a  character  which  reason 
declares  to  be  the  "wildest  delusion.'*  Let  no  man 
whose  belief  in  the  reality  of  Divine  Revelation  may  be 
destroyed  by  such  inquiry  complain  that  he  has  lost  a 
precious  possession,  and  that  nothing  is  left  but  a  blank. 
The  Revelation  not  being  a  reality,  that  which  he  has 
lost  was  but  an  illusion,  and  that  which  is  left  is  the 
Truth.  If  he  be  content  with  illusions  he  will  speedily 
be  consoled ;  if  he  be  a  lover  only  of  truth,  instead  of  a 
blank  he  will  recognize  that  the  reality  before  him  is 
full  of  great  peace. 

If  we  know  less  than  we  have  supposed  of  man's 
destiny,  we  may  at  least  rejoice  that  we  are  no  longer 
compelled  to  believe  that  which  is  unworthy.  The  limits 
of  thought  once  attained,  we  may  well  be  immoved  in 
the  assurance  that,  all  that  we  do  know  of  the  regulation 
of  the  universe  being  so  perfect  and  wise,  all  that  we  do 
not  know  must  be  equally  so.  Here  enters  the  true  and 
noble  Faith,  which  is  the  child  of  Reason.  If  we  have 
believed  a  system,  the  details  of  which  must  at  one 
time  or  another  have  shocked  the  mind  of  every  intel- 
ligent man,  and  believed  it  simply  because  it  was 
supposed   to   be  revealed,    we  may  equally  bdieve   in 
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the  wisdom  and  goodness  of  what  is  not  revealed.  The 
mere  act  of  communication  to  us  is  nothing :  Faith 
in  the  perfect  ordering  of  all  things  is  independent  of 
revelation. 

The  argument  so  often  employed  by  theologians  that 
Divine  Kevelation  is  necessary  for  man,  and  that  certain 
views  contained  in  that  Eevelation  are  required  by  our 
moral  consciousness,  is  purely  imaginary  and  derived 
from  the  Eevelation  which  it  seeks  to  maintain*  The 
only  thing  absolutely  necessary  for  man  is  Truth ;  and 
to  that,  and  that  alone,  must  our  moral  consciousness 
adapt  itself.  Reason  and  experience  forbid  the  expec- 
tation that  we  can  acquire  any  knowledge  otherwise 
than  through  natural  channels.  To  complain  that  we 
do  not  know  all  that  we  desire  to  know  is  foolish  and 
imreasonable.  It  is  tantamount  to  complaining  that  the 
mind  of  man  is  not  differently  constituted.  All  of 
which  the  human  mind  is  capable  we  may,  now  or 
hereafter,  know.  The  limits  of  the  Knowable  are  not 
yet  finally  determined,  but  they  alone  are  the  bounds  of 
thought,  although  even  there  the  eye  of  Eeason  may 
glance  into  the  distance  beyond.  To  attain  the  full 
altitude  of  the  Knowable,  whatever  that  may  be,  should 
be  our  earnest  aim,  and  more  than  this  is  not  for 
humanity.  We  might  as  well  expect  to  be  super- 
naturally  nourished  as  supematurally  informed.  It  is  as 
irrational  to  expect  or  demand  knowledge  unattainable 
naturally  by  man's  intellect  as  it  is  for  a  child  to  cry  for 
the  moon.  We  may  be  certain  that  information  which 
is  beyond  the  ultimate  reach  of  Eeason  is  as  unnecessary 
as  it  is  inaccessible.  Man  knows,  or  may  know,  all  that 
man  requires  to  know.  To  deny  this  is  to  deny  the 
perfection  of  the  Laws  which   regulate  the  Universe. 
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The  necessity  of  Divine  Eevelation  is  a  pure  theological 
figment  utterly  opposed  to  Reason. 

Escaping  from  it  we  exchange  a  Jewish  anthropomor- 
phic Divinity  made  after  our  image,  for  an  omnipresent 
God  under  whose  beneficent  government  we  know  that 
all  that  is  consistent  with  wise  and  omnipotent  Law 
is  prospered  and  brought  to  perfection,  and  all  that  is 
opposed  to  Divine  order  is  mercifully  frustrated  and 
brought  to  naught.  The  man  who  is  truly  inspired 
by  the  morality  of  Jesus  and  penetrated  by  that  love 
of  God  and  of  man  which  is  its  living  principle, 
cheerfully  ratifies  the  fiat  which  thus  maintains  the 
order  of  Nature,  and  recognizes  its  ultimate  transcen- 
dence and  good,  for  by  virtue  of  that  noble  morality 
we  cease  to  be  mere  units  seeking  only  individual  or 
selfish  advantage.  It  is  manifestly  our  first  duty,  as  it 
should  be  our  supremest  pleasure,  to  apprehend  as  clearly 
as  we  may  the  laws  by  which  the  Supreme  Being 
governs  the  Universe,  and  to  bring  ourselves  and  our 
actions  into  reverent  harmony  with  t;hem,  conforming 
ourselves  to  their  teaching,  and  learning  wisdom  from 
their  decrees.  Thus  making  the  Divine  Will  our  will  we 
shall  recognize  in  the  highest  sense  that  God  is  ever  with 
us,  that  his  good  providence  controls  our  slightest  actions ; 
that  we  are  not  the  sport  of  Satanic  malice  nor  the  victims 
of  fitful  caprice,  but  are  eternally  cared  for  and  governed 
by  an  omnipresent  immutable  power  for  which  nothing  is 
too  great,  nothing  too  insignificant,  and  in  whose  Divine 
order  a  fitting  place  is  found  for  the  lowest  as  weU 
as  the  highest  in  the  palpitating  life  of  the  Universe. 
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mentions  Heracleon,  214,  226 ;  date 
of  Stromata,  226;  Logos  doctrine 
in  K-npvyfut  Iltrpov,  298  note  1 ;  on 
a  passage  from  Barnabas,  818 ;  on 
Ps.  czviii  19  t,  318;  Apocalypse, 
894. 
Clementine  Homilies,  quote  Apocryphal 
work,  i  231 ;  combinatiou  similar 
to  a  passage  in  Justin,  350  note  4; 
yaried  quotations  agreeing  with  Jus- 
tm,  854  note  1,  856  note  1,  376, 
877  note,  410,  412,  413,  416,  a 
812 ;  supposed  to  use  Qospel  of 
Hebrews,  426;  yariation  from  Luke 
zziii  34,  444  note  1 ;  analogy  of, 
with  work  of  Mark,  described  in 
Papias,  463  f. ;  date  and  character,  ii. 
1  S. ;  Ebionitic,  2  1 ;  their  nature, 
8 ;  only  internal  eyidence  as  to  date 
and  origin,  3  ff. ;  quotations  generally 
put  into  mouUi  of  Peter,  6  ;  number 
of  eyangelioal  quotations,  6 ;  theories 
as  to  source  of  the  quotations,  7  f. ; 
comparison  of  quotations  with  Synop- 
tics, 8  ff. ;  quotation  from  Apocryphal 
Gospel,  15,  27,  80  ff, ;  Codex  Utto- 
bonianus,  26;  quotations  with  per- 
sistent yariation,  27  ff. ;  on  true  and 
false  Scriptures,  80  f. ;  result  of  exa- 
mination of  quotations  in,  32  f. ;  no 
trace  of  N.  T.  Canon,  38 1 ;  animosity 
against  Apostle  Paul,  34  ff.,  858  f. ; 
Paul  attacked  tinder  disguise  of 
Simon  the  Magician,  84  ff ,  853  f. ; 
yariation  from  Matt  xix.  17,  65; 
yariation  from  Matt  yii  13  1,  319; 
variation  Deut  xxx.  15,  819  note  1 ; 


alleged  references  to  Fourth  Gospel, 
336  ff. ;  nncanonical  quotations,  337 
ff.,  341 ;  alleged  reference  to  John  ix. 
1—3,  341  ff  ;  the  fall  denied  in,  841  f. ; 
deny  that  Moses  wrote  the  Penta- 
teuch, 341  note  1 ;  on  evil,  342  f. ; 
alleged  reference  not  to  Fourth  Gos- 
pel, 344  f. ;  dogmatic  teaching  totally 
different  from  Fourth  Gospel,  346  ff. ; 
identity  of  Judaism  and  Christianity 
maintained,  846  ff. ;  denied  in  Gospel, 

348  f . ;  Monotheism  maintained  as 
opposed  to  the  divinity  of  Christ, 
349 1 ;  does  not  know  Logos  doctrine, 

349  f .  ;  Xo<pla  appeared  in  Adam 
and  others  before  Jesus,  850  ff  ;  total 
absence  of  Johannine  dogmas,  351  f. ; 
Peter,  the  chief  of  the  Apostles,  352  f. ; 
the  career  of  Jesus  limited  to  one 
year,  858  f. 

Clementine  Recognitions,  on  the  giants, 
L  123  note  3 ;  on  angels  and  demons, 
132 ;  Jesus  accused  of  magic,  324  f. ; 
yariation  from  Matt  xi  27,  410; 
passage  compared  with  Justin,  414  1 ; 
date  and  character,  ii  1  ff  ;  Ebionitio, 
2  f. ;  only  known  through  a  Latin 
version,  3. 

Clement  of  Rome,  on  Phoenix,  L  137 ; 
antipodes,  187  note  1  ;  Epistle  to 
Corinthians,  216  ff ;  2nd  Epistle 
spurious,  215  t ;  identity  of  author, 
216  t;  called  "AposUe,"  217; 
Kpistle  to  Hebrews  ascribed  to  him, 
217;  Acts  of  Apo&tlee  ascribed  to 
him,  217;  Epistle  to  Corinthians 
read  in  Churches,  217;  amongst 
Apocrypha  in  Stichometiy  of  Nice- 
phorus,  218;  date,  218  ff.;  Epistle 
mentioned  by  Dionysiua  of  Corinth, 
218 ;  by  Hegedppus,  218 ;  order  of 
succession  to  Bishopric  of  Rome,  218; 
mentions  Paul's  Epistle  to  Corinthians, 
221,  222;  supposed  references  to 
Gospels,  223  ff. ;  quotes  Apocryphal 
Gospels,  281  ff. ;  no  use  of  our  Gos- 
pels, 231  ff ;  passage  in  Epistle  si- 
milar to  one  in  £p.  of  Polycarp,  279 ; 
Epistle  read  in  Churches,  295 ;  quota- 
tion 2nd  Bpistle  to  Corinthians,  com- 
pared with  Justin,  378;  passage  of 
Epistle  of  Clement,  compared  with 
Justin,  414  ;  spurious  works  ascribed 
to,  ii  Iff.;  Epistle  to  DiognetuB 
erroneously  ascribed  to  him,  88  ;  no 
evidence  for  Fourth  Gospel,  251. 

Colarbasus,  ii  217  ff. 

Constitutions,  the  Apostolic,  i  138,  854 
note  1,  414. 

Coponius,  i  308. 

Corinthians,  3rd  Epistle  to  the,  ii  169. 

Corrodi,  ii  83. 

Coteleriiis,  ii  25  note  4. 
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Credner,  on  Stichometry  of  Nioephonis, 
L  218;  Ju8tio*8  Memoirs,  290,  294 
note  6  ;  birth  of  Jesus  in  a  cave,  312 
note  4 ;  use  of  lights  at  Baptism, 
823  ;  on  a  supposed  quotation  by  Jus- 
tin of  Matt  xviL  13,  396  ff. ;  on 
statements  of  Fathers  regarding  Matt 
xiii.  35,  ii.  11  note  3;  on  quotations 
in  Clementines,  161;  Marciun*s  Gos- 
pel, 84 ;  on  Tatian*s  Diatessaron,  159; 
on  emendation  Sept  version,  306;  on 
descent  of  same  spirit  from  Adam 
to  Jesus  in  Clementines,  351  note 
1 ;  on  supernatural  birth  in  Clemen- 
tines, 351  note  6 ;  on  passage  in 
Canon  of  Muratori,  384  note  1 ;  dis- 
tinction in  Canon  of  Muratori  be- 
tween John  the  disciple  and  John  the 
apostle,  385  1 ;  on  fourth  Qospel  and 
its  authorship,  412  ff. ;  on  Sychar, 
John  iv.  6, 421  f. 

Crescens,  Cynic,  i.  283;  ii.  148. 

Cross,  Inscription  on^  in  Qospels,  iL 
457. 

Cureton,  Dr.,  Syriac  Epistles  of  Igna- 
tius, i.  259  ff.  ;  Syriac  fragments 
ascribed  to  Melito  of  Sardis,  ii  180  ff., 
183  f. 

Cyprian,  of  Carthage,  on  demons,  L 
124;  demoniacal  origin  of  disease, 
124 ;  accused  of  magic,  147 ;  miracles 
in  his  day,  164. 

Cyrenius,  I  285,  306  ff. 

Cyril,  of  Jerusalem,  quotes  story  of 
Phoenix,  L  138;  on  Qospel  of 
Matthew,  472. 


Dalubus,  L  260,  276. 

Death,  Angels  of,  L  108. 

Deity,  Argument  of  miracles  begins 
and  ends  with  assumption  of  Per- 
sonal, i.  62  ff ;  assumption  of  Per- 
sonal, 63  ff. 

Deliel,  Angel,  L  108. 

Delitzsoh,  on  quotAtions  by  Justin  from 
the  Memou^,  i  374  note  2,  379 
note  1 ;  finds  traces  of  Gospel  of 
Hebrews  in  Talmud,  421 ;  on  Sych&r, 
416. 

Demoniacs  of  Gadarenes,  i.  142  1 

Demonology,  of  Book  of  Tobit,  L  102; 
of  Book  of  Enoch,  103  ff  ;  of  Jews 
at  time  of  Jesus,  111  ff. ;  of  Fathers, 
121  ff. 

Demons,  heathen  gods  considered  by 
Jews  to  be,  I  100  f.,  124, 134,  and  by 
N.  T.  writers,  101 ;  Book  of  Tobit 
on,  102  ;  Book  of  Enoch  on,  103  ff  ; 
belief  in,  at  time  of  Jesus,  111  ff. ; 
number  of.  111  ;  work  aud  habits, 
111  ff. ;  how  to  see  them,  112;  have 
cock's  feet,  112;  possession  by,  114  ff ; 


Josephus  on,  120 ;  Justin  Martyr  on* 
121  1,  158;  Theophilus  of  Antioch 
on,  122,  159;  Athenagoras  on,  123; 
Tatian  on,  123  1 ;  Cyprian  of  Car- 
thage on,  124  ;  TertuUian  on,  124  ff  ; 
Origen  on,  1  27  ff,  Celsus  on,  128  1 ; 

131  ;  Jerome  on,  128  ;  St  Thomas 
Aquinas  on,  131;  Clementine  Re- 
cognitions on,   131 ;  Lactantius  on, 

132  ff. ;  Eusebius  on,  134  t ;  St  Au- 
gustine on,  135;  belief  in,  dispelled, 
149  ff 

Diatessaron,  see  Tatian. 

Diognetus,  Epistle  to,  i  219 ;  author- 
ship and  date,  ii  38  ff ;  integrity, 
38 1 ;  does  not  quote  Synoptics,  40  ; 
alleged  references  to  Fourth  GKMpel, 
354   ff. ;   recatUs  passages   in  Philo, 

858  note  1 ;  this  Epistle  a  plagiarism 
of  Pauline  Epistles.  358  ff. ;  compa- 
rison with  2nd  Epistle  to  Corinthians, 

859  1;  Logos  doctrine  of  Epistle 
different  from  that  of  the  Goq>eU 
364  ff ;  of  no  value  as  evidence  for 
Fourth  Gospel,  370  t 

Dionysius,  of  Alexandria,  on  tomb  of 
two  Johns  at  Ephesus,  L  447 ;  on 
Gospel  and  ApcNcalypse  of  John  iL 
889  ff,  395. 

Dionysius,  Bar-Salibi,  iL  161. 

Dionysius,  of  Corinth,  mentions  Clement 
of  Rome,  i.  218  ;  Epistle  of  Clement 
read  in  Churches,  295;  Epistle  of 
Soter  read  in  Chuivhes,  295  ;  account 
of  him,  iL  163  ff. ;  Ej^e  to  Soter, 
163 ;  date,  163 ;  expressions  claimed 
as  evidenoe  for  Gospels,  164  ff ; 
what  were  the  ''Scriptures  of  the 
Lord  ? "  165  ff. ;  alleged  references  to 
Matthew  and  the  Apocalypse,  170  ff ; 
unoanonical  works  read  in  Churches, 
171  f. 

Docetaj,  iL  53,  269. 

DodweU,  iL  191. 

Donaldson,  Dr.,  on  Epistle  to  Diognetus, 
iL  39  note  3;  on  Tatian  s  Diates- 
saron, 157;  Diatessaron  may  have 
been  oonfounded  with  Go^l  of 
Hebrews,  by  Theodoret,  168;  we 
could  not  identify  it  by  our  actual 
information  conoeming  it,  161 ;  on 
•*  Scriptures  of  the  Lord,"  referred  to 
by  Dionysius  of  Corinth,  165 ;  on  his 
"rule  of  truth/*  171;  fragment 
ascribed  to  Melito,  spurious,  190 
note  4  ;  on  Athenagoras,  198 ;  on 
expression  of  Hegesippua,  "  the  door 
of  Jesus,"  819  note  3;  passage  by 
Tatian,  375  note  1. 

Dreams,  Rules  in  Talmud  regarding, 
i.  116;  fasts  to  obtain  good,  1 1 6. 

Dressel,  Clementines,  iL  1,  86,  336, 
840. 
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Duncker,  iL  71. 

Dusii,  St  Augustine  on,  L  135. 


Ebed-Jbsu,  ii  162. 

Ebionites,  Gospel  of  the,  L  296,  321, 
420  1,  423  ;  u.  32. 

EgyptianB,  Gospel  aooording  to  the,  L 
378,  420  f.;  iL  43. 

Eichhorn,  ii  83. 

Eldad  and  Modat,  Prophecy  of,  i.  257. 

Elias,  Revelatioo  of,i  240,  435,  441. 

Eleutherus,  Bishop  of  Rome,  i  429, 
482  ;  ii  200,  210,  212,  213. 

Encratites,  ii  148,  162. 

Enoch,  Book  of,  quoted  by  Epistle  of 
Jude,  i.  103  ;  considered  inspired  by 
Fathers,  103  ;  Tertullian  on,  103  f. 
Angelology  and  Demonology  of,  103 
quoted  by  Epistle  of  Barnabas,  237 
referred  to  by  Celsus,  ii  236. 

Ephesians,  Epistle  to  the,  ii.  62,  72  1, 
240  f. 

Ephrem,  Syrus,  ii.  161  f. 

Epiphanius,  Epistle  of  Clement,  i  295 ; 
fire  and  voice  at  baptism  of  Jesus, 
from  Gospel  according  to  Hebrews, 
322 ;  combination  of  passages  similar 
to  quotation  in  Justin,  350  note  4 ; 
variation  from  Matt  v.  37,  354  note 
1 ;  variation  from  Matt  xi.  27*  404  f., 
408  ff. ;  on  Gospel  of  Hebrews,  423, 
472 ;  on  James  as  High  Priest,  431 
note  2;  on  lang^uage  of  Gospel  of 
Matthew,  472;  sdleged  references  of 
Basilides  and  his  school  to  our  Gos- 
pels, ii  49  f. ;  variation  from 
Matt  xix.  17  from  Gospel  of  the  Mar- 
cionites,  65 ;  bitterness  against  Mar- 
cion,  89 ;  chai^ge  of  mutilating  Luke, 
90  ff. ;  his  plan  in  attacking  Marcion, 
92 ;  had  not  Marcion's  Gospel  before 
him  while  writing,  99  ff. ;  reproaches 
Marcion  with  erasing  passages  from 
Luke  not  in  that  Gospel,  101 ;  under- 
takes to  refute  Marcion  out  of  his 
own  Gospel,  109  f. ;  on  Tatian*s 
Diateesaron,  153,  155  f. ;  fragment 
of  Athenagoras,  192;  Epistle  to  Flora 
of  Ptolemceus,  205  1,  381  f. ;  Theo- 
dotion's  version,  0.  T.,  212 ;  on  Cerdo, 
214,  216  ;  refers  to  Alogi,  who  reject 
fourth  Gospel,  476. 

Erasmus,  i  476. 

Emesti,  ii  319. 

Essenei,  ii  467. 

Eusebius,  on  demons,  i  134  1 ;  Greek 
gods  demons,  134 ;  demons  introduced 
magic,  134  ;  miracle  of  Natalius,  134 ; 
on  statement  of  Irensaus  regarding 
continuance  miraculous  gifts,  1 60 ; 
miracles  related  by,  164  ff. ;  on  suc- 
cession  to    Bishopric,   Clement    of 
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Rome,  218 ;  Epistle  of  Barnabas,  282  ; 
classes  it  amongst  spurious  books, 
233 ;  Epistles  of  Ignatius,  261  f. ; 
letter  to  Agbarus,  264  f. ;  Justin's 
Apologies,  284;  Apocryphal  works 
read  in  Churches,  295 ;  birth  of  Jesus 
in  a  cave,  312;  classes  Gospel  of 
Hebrews  amongst  Antilegomena,  422 ; 
on  Gospel  of  Hebrews,  423,  433  f.  ; 
on  Hegesippus,  429  1,  432  S. ;  on 
Proverbs,  433;  on  Papias,  447;  on 
connection  of  Peter  with  Gospel  of 
Mark,  450  f. ;  his  depreciation  of 
Papias,  469  f. ;  on  Pantffinus,  471  ; 
on  composition  and  language  of  Gos- 
pel of  Matthew,  472 ;  use  of  Epistles 
of  John  and  Peter  by  Papias,  483  1 ; 
Papias  uses  Gospel  of  Hebrews,  484  ; 
on  Basilides,  ii.  41 ;  on  Tatian's 
Diatessaron,  l.'>4  f.,  157;  on  Diony- 
sius  of  Corinth,  163  ff. ;  on  Melito  of 
Sardis,  172  ff. ;  list  of  Melito's  works, 
180  1;  on  Claudius  ApoUiuaris, 
185  ff ;  does  not  mention  a  work  on 
Passover  by  ApoUinaris,  189  ;  passage 
from  Hegesippus,  316  f . ;  Paraphrase 
of  Hegesippus,  319  ;  plan  of  Euse- 
bius regarding  references  to  books  of 
N.  T.,  322  f. ;  reference  to  tradition 
regarding  John  not  connected  with 
Papias,  332  ;  contradicts  statement  of 
Irenssus  regarding  Papias,  327  note  1 ; 
his  explanation  of  difference  between 
fourth  and  Synoptic  Gospels,  451  t 

Evidence,  miraculous,  necessary  to 
establish  reality  of  Divine  Revela- 
tion, i  1  ff. ;  error  of  supposing  that 
nothing  supported  by  credible  testi- 
mony should  be  disbelieved,  94 
evidence  for  the  miraculous  evidence 
required,  94. 

Ewald,  his  views  on  miracles,  i  28  f. 
note  1 ;  Spruchsammlung,  243,  252, 
271,  ii  185,  150,  465;  on  Justin's 
Memoirs,  birth  in  cave,  i  311 ;  on 
Matt  zvii  13,  397,  399;  source  of 
Synoptic  Gospels,  ii  134  ff ;  mythical 
character  of  first  chapters  of  Luke, 
203;  A  polios  author  of  Epistle  to 
Hebrews,  282  note  1 ;  it  transferred 
Philo*s  doctrine  of  Logos  to  Chris- 
tianity, 282  note  1 ;  Apollos  im- 
pregnated Paul  with  Logos  doc- 
trine, 282  note  1,  298  note  1 ; 
Apocalypse  and  Gospel  cannot  have 
been  written  by  same  author,  391 ; 
against  Apostolic  origin  of  Apocalypse, 
397  1 ;  on  modesty  of  Apostle  John, 
400,  440  ff. ;  the  fourth  Gospel 
written  by  Presbyter,  of  Ephesus,  at 
dictation  of  Apostle  John,  413, 433 1, 
435  ff. ;  speech  of  Caiaphas  in  purest 
Greek,  417  note  1 ;  on  Sychar,  421 ; 
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aBserts  John  to  have  been  relaiive  of 
the  High  Priest,  423,  427 ;  theories 
as  to  the  composition  of  fourth  (Gospel 
to  explain  its  peeuliarities,  483  ft ; 
on  chapter  zxL,  485  ff ;  the  Apostle's 
share  in  the  composition  of  the 
Gospel,  486  1 ;  on  zix.  85,  486  f. ; 
assumed  that  John  wrote  first  in 
narrow  drde  of  friends,  433  1, 
438  £ ;  explanation  of  anonymity  on 
groimd  of  **  incomparable  modesty  " 
examined,  440  ff. ;  assertion  that 
ch.xxi.  must  have  been  written  before 
Apostle's  deatii  discussed,  442  ff. ; 
on  discourses  in  fourth  Gospel,  465  f. ; 
his  argument  regarding  John  of  Apo- 
calypse applied  to  Epistles,  471  f. 

Exorcism  of  Demons,  i  102  f. ;  forms 
of,  by  Solomon,  115  ff. ;  account  of, 
by  Josephus,  119;  Rabbins  powerful 
in,   119;    Justin  Martyr    on,  119 
potent  root  for,  1 20 ;  Tatian  on,  1 23  f . 
Origen  on,  127 ;  Lactantius  on,  138  f. 
asserted  by  Jesus,  152 1 ;  continuance 
of  power  of,  in  Church,  153  ff. 

Experience,  the  aigument  from,  i.  55  ff ; 
Hume's  argument,  79  ff. 

Em,  Book  o^  I  281,  240  ff,  244  ff., 
258  fl:,  255. 

Fabianus  of  Rome,  miracle  at  his  elec- 
tion, L  165. 

Fanuel,  Angel,  i  105. 

Farrar,  Dr.,  Hulsean  lecturer;  mira- 
cles insemirable  from  Christianity,  i. 
10;  on  Hume*s  Argument  from  Ex- 
perience, 79 ;  misconception  of  Mill's 
criticism  on  Hume,  79,  ff;  cre- 
dibility of  miracles  a  question  of 
evidence,  mainly  depending  on  charac- 
ter of  Gospels,  208,  n.  1. 

Fathers,  cosmical  theories  of,  L  121  ff. ; 
uncritical  and  credulous  character  of, 
460  ff.,  472 ;  iL  91 1,  169 ;  testimony 
of,  regarding  original  language  of 
Gospel  of  Matthew,  475  ff. 

Fian,  Dr.,  burnt  for  sorcery,  L  148. 

Flavia  Keapolis,  i.  284. 

Gabbiel,  Angel,  over  serpents.  Paradise, 
and  the  Cherubim,  i.  104 ;  over  thun- 
der, fire,  and  ripening  of  fruit,  107  1; 
taught  Joseph  the  seventy  languages 
of  earth,  108  f. ;  over  wars,  130. 

Gadreftl,  a  fallen  angel,  seduced  Eve,  i. 
108 ;  taught  use  of  weapons  of  war, 
108. 

Galatians,  Epistle  to  the,  iL  84,  86  note 
8,  87, 104,  405. 

Gelaaius,  Decretal  of,  condemns  Gospel 
according  to  Barnabas,  i.  283. 

Gerizim, Mount,  ii.  411,  422. 


I  Gervasius,  St,  miracles  by  relics  of,  L 
•       169  ff 

Gesta  Pilati,  see  Nicodemus,  Gospel 
according  to. 

Gfrorer,  Descent  of  Spirit  from  Adam 
to  Jesus,  in  Clementines,  iL  851  note 
2 ;  on  fourth  Gospel,  466 1 

Giants,  the  offli^iring  of  fallen  angels, 
1081,  123,  127. 

Gieeeler,  iL  83. 

Glaucias,  the  '*  interpreter  of  Peter,"  iL 
45. 

Gnosticism,  iL  4,  41,  54,  60,  61. 

Gnostics,  variation  of,  from  Matt  xL  27 , 
L  408  ft,  iL  29. 

Gospels,  Apocryphal,  number  of  in  eariy 
Church,  L  212  ff,  2921 

Gospel,  the  fourth,  viiL  1—11,  L  421 
note  4,  viiL  1 — 11  derived  from 
Gospel  of  Hebrews,  484 ;  alleged 
quotation  bv  Yalentinus,  iL  56 1 ; 
the  eztemal  evidence  for,  251  ff; 
Clement  of  Rome,  251 ;  Epistie  of 
Barnabas,  251  ff ;  Pastor  of  Hermas, 
258  ff. ;  Ignation  Epistiee,  260  ff  ;  al- 
leged evidence  in  Epistie  of  Polycarp, 
267  ff. ;  the  Logos  doctrine  in  Justin, 
272  ff. ;  alleged  references  in  Justin 
298  ff. ;  alleged  reference  of  Hegemp- 
pus  to  X.  7,  9,  316  ff ;  Papias,  pre- 
simiptive  evidence  against,  821  ff, 
835 1 ;  alleged  quotation  bv  Presby- 
ters in  work  of  Papias,  325  ff ,  is  a 
quotation  by  Irenssus  himself  329  ff , 
and  no  evidence  that  the  Presbyters 
are  connected  with  Papias,  881  ff  ; 
alleged  reference  in  Clementines  to 
X.  9,  337  ff.,  to  X.  27,  340,  to  ix.  1—8, 
841  ff.;  fundamental  difference  of 
doctrines  of  Clementines,  346  ff. ; 
alleged  references  to,  in  Epistle  to 
Diognetus,  354  ff.,  of  no  value  aa 
evidence,  870 ;  alleged  references  by 
Basilides,  870 1 ;  alleged  reference  by 
Valentinus,  56  f.,  681,  3711;  Di- 
lemma of  the  argument  from  Heresi- 
archs,  873 ;  alleged  reference  by  Ta- 
tian, 874  ff. ;  by  Athenagoras,  379 1 ; 
by  Epistie  of  Vienne  and  Lyons, 
880 1 ;  by  Ptolemaus,  881 1 ;  alleged 
testimony  of  Celsus,  882 1 ;  l^pendary 
account  of  its  composition  in  Canon 
of  Muratori,  888  ff. ;  authorship  and 
character  o^  387  ff  ;  the  five  (Coni- 
cal works  attributed  to  John,  8S8  ; 
writer  of  Apocalypse  cannot  be 
writer  of  Gospel,  889  ff;  character- 
istics of,  41  Oft;  language  of,  4131; 
theories  to  account  for  it,  4 1 3  ;  author 
not  a  Jew,  414  ff. ;  Logos  doctrine, 
414 1 ;  attitude  towards  Jews,  415 1; 
mistakes  denoting  fweigner,  417  ff., 
426  note    1 ;   Annas  and  Caiapha?^ 
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4171 ;  Pool  of  Siloam,  419 ;  Bethany 
beyond  Jordan,  419f. ;  ^non,  420; 
Pool  of  Bethesda,  420  f. ;  Sychar.  a 
city  o£  Samaria,  421  f. ;  chiefly 
follows  Sepfcuagint  yersion,  423; 
John,  of  fourth  Gospel  and  of  Synop- 
tics, 423  ft ;  John,  the  beloved  dis- 
ciple, limited  to  fourth  Gospel, 
427  ff. ;  theories  regarding  chap,  xxi, 
481  £;  theory  of  Ewald  regarding 
composition  of  Gospel,  438ff;  on 
xix.,  351,  486, 487,  489. 4441;  exti*- 
ordinary  phenomena  of  Gospel  only 
exphiined  by  unsubstantiated  as- 
sumption, 437  ff. ;  peculiarities  of 
Gospel  render  hypothesis  that  it  was 
written  by  the  AposUe  John  incre- 
dible, 439  ff.;  modesty  of  the  sup- 
posed author  eatamined,  440  ff.; 
Ewald's  argument  that  chi^.  xxi. 
was  written  before  death  of  Apostle 
John,  433  ff,  4421,  refuted,  442  ff; 
author  was  not  an  eye-witness, 
444 ff.;  fundamental  difference  be- 
tween Jesus  of  Synoptics  and  of, 
450  ff ;  historical  differences,  450  ff.  ; 
raising  of  Lazarus,  458  ff. ;  difference 
of  teaching  between  Synoptics  and, 
462  ff. ;  theories  to  account  for  sub- 
jectivity in  discourses,  464 ff.;  im- 
possibility of  remembOTing  long  dis- 
courses so  long,  465  ff ;  explanations 
destroy  historical  character  of,  467  ff ; 
discoiuves  in,  ideal,  468  ff ;  argument 
from  Epistles,  471  ff  ;  Paschal  contro- 
versy, 472  ff  ;  results,  474,  481 1 

Gospels,  the  Synoptic,  i  212  ff. ;  sup- 
posed use  of,  by  Clement  of  Rome, 
223  ff. ;  passages  resembling  parallels 
in,  not  necessarily  from,  281 1 ;  ac- 
tual agreement  of  quotations  from 
unnamed  source  no  proof  of  use  of, 
365  ff ;  theories  as  to  the  order  of, 
ii  187 ;  results  of  examination  regard- 
ing date  and  origin  of,  248  ff. ; 
Justin's  description  of  system  of  Jesus 
applicable  to,  315 1 ;  contrast  be- 
tween fourth  Gospel  and  the  Synop- 
tics, 450  ff ;  superiority  of  teaching 
of,  over  fourth  Gospel,  470 ;  result  of 
examination  of,  481 1 

Grabe,  ii  226  note  6,  818,835  note. 

Gratz,  ii  84. 

Gregory,  Bar-Hebrrous,  Bishop  of  Tagrit, 
il  162. 

Gregory,  of  Neo-Csesarea,  Thaumatur- 
gus,  miracles  of,  i.  165  ff. 

Gregory,  of  NysBa,  account  of  mirades, 
i.  165  ff 

Griesbach,  il  82. 

Hawkins,  Dr.,  complains  of  those  who 


judge  Revelation  by  substance,  and 
not  evidence,  i  18. 

Hahn,  ii  88,  84, 87,  96,  99, 101,  110  ff 

Hale,  Sir  Thomas,  on  witches,  i  149. 

Ham,  supposed  to  have  discovered 
mi«lc,  i  132. 

Hamilton,  Sir  William,  on  Unknowable 
God,  i  73  note  1 ;  class  of  phenomena 
requiring  that  cause  called  Deity  con* 
fined  to  phenomena  of  mind,  75. 

Hare,  superstition  regarding  the,  i  188. 

Hariel,  Angel,  i  108. 

Hebrew,  the  original  language  of  Mat- 
thew's Gospel,  i  461  ff. ;  Paul  repre- 
sents the  Jesus  of  his  vision  speakings 
474,  note  6. 

Hebrews,  Gospel  according  to,  men- 
tioned earlier  than  our  Gospels,  i 
213;  quotation  from,  in  Epistles  of 
lenatius,  270,  272,  273,  832 ;  Justin's 
Memours,  288  ;  public  reading,  296  ; 
birth  of  Jesus,  313  ;  fire  and  voice  at 
baptism,  320  ff. ;  Gospel  of  Egyptians 
a  version  of,  378 ;  used  by  Hegesip- 
pus,  414,  421,  433  ff;  Justin  sup- 
posed to  refer  to,  489 ;  relation  be- 
tween it  and  Gospel  of;  Peter,  419  ff. 
various  forms  of,  420  ff;  identity 
of,  with  Memoirs  of  the  Apostles  dis- 

'  cussed,  419  ff;  quoted  by  Papias, 
421,  484 ;  used  by  Clementines,  421 
used  by  Cerinthus  and  Carpocrates, 
421 ;  Diatessarou  of  Tatian  called, 
422 ;  quoted  by  Clement  of  Alexan- 
dria, 422;  used  by  Origen,  422; 
found  in  circulation  by  Theodoret, 
422;  classed  by  Eusebius  in  second 
class,  422 ;  also  by  Nicephorus,  422 1 ; 
value  attached  to  it  by  Ebionites, 
423 ;  believed  to  be  orig^mal  of  Matt., 
423 ;  translated  by  Jerome,  423  ff. ; 
relation  between  it  and  Matthew, 
4251;  its  antiquity,  4261;  called 
Gospel  according  to  the  Apostles,  427; 
the  two  opening  chapters,  436  ;  Epi- 
phanius  on,  472;  supposed  use  by 
author  of  Clementines,  ii  7,  80  1 ; 
supposed  to  be  Gospel  of  Basilides, 
43;  alleged  to  have  formed  part  of 
Tatian's  Diatessaron,  1521;  was 
called  Diatessaron,  153, 185 1, 158  ff 

Hebrews,  Epistle  to  the,  ascribed  to 
Clement  of  Rome,  i  217,  238 ;  Origen 
on,  290;  in  Muratorian  Ca^on,  ii. 
240  1 ;  Logos  doctrine  of,  259  1; 
274  ff.;  work  of  a  Christian  Philo- 
282  ;  transferred  Philo's  doctrine  of 
Logos  to  Christianity,  282  note  1 ; 
ascribed  to  ApoUos,  282  note  1. 

Hefele,  date  of  Epistle  of  Clement  of 
Rome,  i  220. 

Hegesippus,  refers  to  Epistle  of  Clement 
of  Rome,  i  218 ;  quotation  from,  231 ; 
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Gospel  of  Hebrews,  414, 438f.;  passage 
from,  Hi;  account  of  him,  and  date, 
480 1 ;  considered  James  chief  of 
Apostles,  430 ;  his  account  of  James, 
4301;  his  rule  of  faith,  4311;  his 
reference  to  Apocrypha  discussed, 
433  fC ;  surviving  members  of  family 
of  Jesus,  436 ;  supposed  reference  to 
Matthew,  436 ;  supposed  reference  to 
Luke,  438£;  fragment  in  Stephen 
Qobarus,  441 ;  on  heresies  in  early 
Church,  442;  opposition  to  Paul, 
441  fiH ;  did  not  know  any  N.  T. 
Canon,  443 ;  Canon  of  Muratori 
ascribed  to  him,  ii  243;  alleged 
reference  to  fourth  Gospel,  316  ffi ; 
expression  ''door  of  Jesus"  used  by, 
316  ff ;  did  not  know  our  Gospels,  320. 

Hegrin,  Angel,  L  131. 

Heogstenberg,  on  Sychar,  John  iv.  5,  ii 
422;  the  husbands  of  Samaritan 
woman  typical  of  gods  of  Samaria, 
422 ;  contradicts  assertion  that  John 
was  related  to  high  priest,  423  note  4. 

Beracleon,  used  Kfipvy/M  Tl4rpov,  l 
458,  ii.  227 ;  views  regarding  Jesus, 
ii  69£;  date,  208  ff.;  alleged  com- 
mentary on  Luke,  226 ;  inference  that 
he  wrote  commentary  on  the  fourth 
Gospel  considered,  882. 

Hennas,  Pastor  of,  i  131 ;  Hegrin, 
angel  of  beasts,  131 ;  author,  256 1 ; 
date,  256 1;  no  quotations  from  Synop- 
tics, 257;  read  in  churches,  295,  ii 
167, 171 ;  alleged  allusion  to  fourth 
Gospel,  253  ff. 

Heurtley,  Dr.,  miracles  necessary  to 
prove  Revelation,  i  5 1,  9. 

Hug,  ii  84. 

Hume,  his  argument  from  Experience, 
i  79  ft,  attacked  by  Dr.  Farrar, 
79 ;  Mill's  criticism  on,  79  ff.,  93  1 ; 
Paley's  argument  against^  88  ff 

Hyena,  superstition  regarding,  i  138. 

Hyginus,  ii  214. 

Bystaspes,  Book  of,  quoted  as  Holy 
Scripture,  ii  168. 

Hilarion,  St.,  miracles  of,  i  169. 

Hilgenfeld,  on  quotation  in  Epistle  of 
Barnabas  i  255 ;  on  Epistle  of  Poly- 
carp,  277  note  4,  278;  on  Prot- 
evangelium  of  James,  803  note  5 ; 
quotation  on  baptism  of  Jesus  from 

,  CJospel  according  to  Hebrews,  321 ; 
Petrine  tendency  in  Justin's  Memoirs, 
332;  Justin  quotes  from  Gospel  of 
Hebrews  or  Peter,  833;  on  Justin's 
quotations  from  Sermon  on  the 
Mount,  359;  on  use  of  Luke  by 
Hegesippus,  438  f. ;  on  Clementines, 
ii  4 ;  author  of  Clementines  used 
same  Gospel  as  Justin,  7  note  5 ;  on 
Epistle  of  Peter  attached  to  Clem. 


Homilies,  21;  on  Basilides  in  Hip- 
polytus,  54 ;  on  Marclon's  Gospel, 
86  1 ;  on  procedure  of  TertulUan 
and  Epiphanius  against  Marcion, 
98  ff ;  insufficiency  of  data  for  the 
reconstruction  of  text  of  Mardon's 
Gospel,  101  ff. ;  on  passages  in  Mar- 
cion s  Gospel,  114,  117  notes  8  and 
5,  118,  120,  128  notes  4,  5,  and  7, 
129 ;  reference  to  Zacharias  in  Epistle 
of  Yienne  and  Lyons,  202 1 ;  on  Prot- 
evang.  Jacobi,  208;  date  of  Bsrde- 
sanes,  222 ;  admits  use  by  Clemen- 
tines of  fourth  Gospel,  336  note  2. 

Hippolytus,  supposed  quotations  from 
Synoptics  by  Basilides  in  work  of, 
ii  42;  his  mode  of  quoting,  51, 
52  ff ;  derived  views  of  Basilides 
from  works  of  followers,  54;  on 
Valentinus,  56  1 ;  alleged  quotations 
from  Valentinus,  66  1 ;  his  system  of 
quotation,  67  ff ;  on  views  of  Valen- 
tinians,  69  ff. ;  on  Heracleon  and 
Ptolemseus,  69  ff ,  222  ;  on  Axionicus 
and  Bardesanes,  70,  222 ;  is  writing 
of  school  and  not  of  founder,  711; 
source  of  system  of  Valentinus,  75 1 ; 
Ptolemaousand  Heracleon,  206, 207  ff, 
214  1,  222;  dependence  on  Irensus, 
209  note  3  ;  on  Colarbasus,  217  ff. 

Hitzig,  date  of  Book  of  Juditii,  i  222. 

loNATiDS,  Epistles  of,  i.  258  ff. ;  Syriac 
version,  259,  262  ff. ;  Medicean  MSS., 
266  ;  journey  to  martyrdom,  267  1 ; 
date  and  place  of  martyrdom  of 
Ignatius,  268  1 ;  martyrologies  spuri- 
ous, 268  1 ;  supposed  references  to 
Matt,  269  ff  ;  use  of  Gospel  accord- 
ing to  Hebrews,  270,  272 1,  S82  1 ; 
alleged  references  to  the  fourth 
Gospel,  ii  260  ff. ;  generally  follow 
Synoptics  and  not  fourth  Gospel 
narrative,  266  note  8 ;  alleged  refer- 
ences do  not  occur  in  Syriac  Epistles, 
266 ;  all  spurious  or  without  eviden- 
tial value,  267. 

Incubi,  i  135. 

Infancy,  Arabic  Gospel  of,  i  812. 

Irenseus,  on  Septuagint  version,  O.  T., 
i  101;  continuance  of  miraculous 
power  in  Church,  159  ff  ;  onmiradee 
of  Simon  and  Carpocrates,  159 ;  dend 
raised  in  his  day,  159 ;  succession  of 
Clement  of  Rome,  21 8 ;  reference  to 
passage  in  Ignatian  Epistles,  261 ;  on 
Polycarp,  •274  1 ;  memoirs  of  Presby- 
ter, 290 ;  quotations  of  Justin  agmim-t 
Marcion,  297 ;  Davidic  descent 
through  Mary,  803  note  6 ;  varia- 
tions from  Matt  xi  27,  404  1  ;  on 
Gospels  of  Marcosians,  406  ff ;  on 
Gospel  of  Ebionites,  423;  on  Pro- 
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verbfl,  488 ;  on  Fapias,  446  1,  450, 
it  827 ;  on  connection  of  Peter  with 
Gospel  of  Mark,  454,  456  ;  date  and 
place  where  Mark  was  written,  456, 
457  note  1 ;  his  quotation  of  Papias, 
475;  on  original  language  of  Gbspel 
of  Matthew,  475;  on  Valentinus, 
ii.  57  ff. ;  does  not  quote  Valentinus, 
but  later  followers,  60  ft ;  quotation 
varying  from  Matt  xix.  17  from 
€k)8pel  of  Marcosians,  65 ;  on  Valen- 
tinians,  76  1,  their  Gospel,  76  ff, 
225  f. ;  chai^ge  against  Marcion,  90  f. ; 
childish  reasoning,  91 ;  on  Marcion's 
Gospel,  144;  does  not  mention 
Tatian's  Diatessaron,  155;  Syriao 
fragment  ascribed  to  him  and  Melito 
of  Sardis,  184 ;  does  not  mention 
work  on  Passover  by  Apollinaris,  189 ; 
on  Ptolemseus  and  Heracleon,  206, 
207  1,  218  1,  215;  date  of  his  work 
adv.  Heor.,  209  ft ;  bearer  of  Epistle 
of  Yienne  and  Lyons,  210  1;  mis- 
take regarding  his  passage  on  Tetrad 
of  Valentinian  Gnosis,  217  f.;  Ptole- 
meeus  and  Heracleon  his  contempo- 
raries, 219  S. ;  regarding  Polycarp, 
220;  on  Gospels  of  Yalentinians, 
225  f. ;  quotation  from  fourth  Gos- 
pel, 825,  alleged  to  be  made  by 
Presbyteirs,  and  taken  from  work  of 
Papias,  825  £t,  actually  by  Irenesus 
himself  326  ft,  and  not  a  reference 
to  work  of  Papias,  829  ft ;  refers  to 
many  Presbyters,  881  ft ;  on  Apoca- 
lypse, 893 ;  tradition  regarding  Poly- 
carp and  Apostle  John,  406;  Poly- 
carp and  Paschal  controversy,  473; 
reasons  why  Gospels  cannot  be  more 
or  less  than  four,  474  ft ;  mentions 
heretics  who  reject  fourth  Gospel,  4 76. 

Irons,  Dr.,  on  miracles  and  evidence  of 
Revelation,  i  zvii. ;  on  Old  Testament 
miracles,  95  note  1. 

Isaiah,  Ascension  of,  i.,  882  note  5, 
436,441. 

Isaiah,  Prophet,  i.  282, 811, 441 ;  ii  10 1 

Jfiidorus,  ii  45  note  3,  48,  53 

Itala  Version,  i  828. 

Jaues,  Apostle,  i  480  ft,  481  note  2, 

478 ;  ii  1  f.,  816  1 
James,  Epistle  o^  i  854  note  1,  876 ; 

u.  82,  241. 
James,  Gospel    according   to,  i  292, 

802  f.,  808  note  5,  804  0.,   809  1, 

810  f.,  812  £  ;  ii  202  ft 
Jews,  credulous  fickleness  of,  i  99  f. ; 

Monotheism  of  the,  100 ;  superstitions 
'     of  the,  101  ff. 
Jechiel,  Angel  i  108. 
Jehuel,  Angel,  i  107  f. 


Jequn,  a  fallen  angel,  seduced  the  holy 
angels,  i  108. 

Jerome,  on  Demons,  i  128;  Angel 
Hegrin,  131 ;  miracles  of  St.  liilarion, 
169  ;  Epistle  of  Barnabas,  288 ;  Rev. 
of  Ellas  quoted  by  1  Cor.  ii  9,  240, 
441 ;  Gk)spel  according  to  Hebrews, 
quoted  by  Epistle  of  Ignatius,  270, 
273,  838;  Epistle  of  Clement  read 
in  Churches,  295 ;  Gospel  of  Hebrews 
on  voice,  &c.,  at  Baptism  of  Jesus, 
821  1 ;  considered  Gc«pel  of  Hebrews 
original  of  Matt,  424  1,  478;  trans- 
lated it,  423  ft ;  language  of  Gospel 
of  Hebrews,  484;  on  connection  of 
Peter  with  Gospel  of  Mark,  451 ;  on 
original  language  of  Gospel  of  Mat- 
thew, 471;  who  translated  Hebrew 
original,  473 ;  on  Matt.  xiii.  85,  ii  11 ; 
does  not  mention  Tatian's  Diatessa- 
ron, 155 ;  does  not  mention  work  on 
Passover,  by  Claudius  Apollinaris, 
189;  date  of  Irenseus,  213  note  2; 
variation  from  Sept  of  Zach.  xiii  10 
as  quoted  Apoo.  i  7,  and  by  Jnstin, 
805. 

John,  Apostle,  i  445,  478,  ii  190; 
kept  14  l^isan,  ii.  271 ;  writings 
ascribed  to,  888  ;  if  he  wrote  Apoca- 
lypse could  not  have  written  Gospel, 
888  ff. ;  external  evidence  that  he 
wrote  Apocalypse,  392  ft ;  internal, 
895  ff. ;  character  author  of  Apoca- 
lypse, 402  f. ;  character,  son  of  Zebe- 
dee,  408  ff.;  called  the  Virgin,  406 
note  8 ;  author  of  Apocalypse,  408  f. ; 
residence  in  Ephesus,  409  1 ;  cha- 
racter son  of  Zebedee  compared  with 
author  of  Gospel,  410  ft;  John  of 
fourth  Gospel  different  from  John  of 
Synoptics,  428  ff. 
John,  Epistle  of,  first,  said  to  have  been 
referred  to    by  Papias,  i   488,    ii. 

470  ff. ;  in  Canon  of  Muratori,  241  f. ; 
alleged  quotation  of  first,  in  Epistle 
of  Polycarp,  267  ff  ;  Credner  assigns 
second  and  third,  to  Presbyter  John, 

471  note  1 ;  earliest  references  to,  by 
Irenieus  and  Clement  of  Alex.,  471 
writer  of  last  two,  calls  himself  Pres 
byter,471. 

John,  Presbyter,!.  445,  446  ff ;  ii  897. 

Josephus,  on  exorcism,  i  118;  on 
demons,  120 ;  portents  of  fall  of  Jeru- 
salem, 1201 ;  regarding  Caiaphas,  high 
priest,  ii  417  f. ;  Annas,  high  priest, 
418;  Pool  of  Bethesdaand  its  miracu- 
lous properties  unknown  to,  421. 

Judas  Iscariot,  account  of  his  death  by 
Papias,  i  482. 

Judas,  Gospel  according  to,  i  292. 

Jude,  Epistle  of,  quotes  Book  of  Enoch 
il08;  disputed;  u.  168,241, 
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Juditii,  Book  of,  date,  i.  222;   men- 
tioned by  Clement  of  Rome,  222. 
Justa  the  Syrophosnician,  ii  23  ft 
Juatin  Martyr,  on  exorciam,  i  119, 158; 
coemical  thoOTies  of,  121 1 ;  on  de- 
mons, 121 ;  on  demoniacs,  122, 168 ; 
continuance  of  miracles,  158  1 ;  quo- 
tation apocryphal  works,  281 ;  Ascen- 
sion day,  256;  date  and  history  of, 
288  f. ;  his  two  Apologies,  284  f. ; 
Dial,  with  Trypho,  286 ;  number  of 
Scriptural  quotations,  286;  Kemoirs 
of  Apostles,  286  fL,  theories   with 
regard   to  them,  287  £t;    Memoirs 
how  quoted,  291  f.,  read  in  churches, 
295,  iL  171;   Memoirs  not  inspired, 
L  296  f. ;  quotation  from  lost  work 
against    Mutuon,    297;    quotations 
with  name  and  without  from  0.  T., 
298;  contents  of  Memoirs,  800  fit; 
genealogy  of  Jesus,  800  fit;   events 
preceding  birth  of  Jesus,  803  fit ;  re- 
moval to  Bethlehem,   306  fit ;  dwel- 
ling place  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  308  fit ; 
birth  of  Jesus,  310  fit ;  Magi  from 
Arabia,   318  fit;    Jesus  works  as  a 
carpenter,  814  fit ;  baptism  by  John, 
816  fit ;  miracles  of  Jesus  attributed 
to  Magic,  324  t;  trial,   &o.,  Jesus, 
825  f. ;  agony  in  the  Garden,  828  fit , 
Jesus  forsaken  by  all,  830  fit ;  Crud- 
lizion,  338  fit ;  mission  of  the  Jews 
after  resurrection,  340  f.;  difiference 
of  the  Memoirs  from  the  Gospels, 
840  fit ;  style  of  teaching  of  Jesus, 
846;   quotations   from    Memoirs  of 
Sermon  on  the  Mount  compared  with 
Synoptics,  346  fit ;  difiference  of  pro- 
fessed quotations,  869  fit ;  result  of 
examination  of  quotations  from  Ser- 
mon on  the  Mount>  388  1 ;  express 
quotations  from  Memoirs  compared 
with  Synoptics,  389  fit ;  quotations  of 
sayings  of  Jesus  foreign  to  our  Gos- 
pels, 412  fit ;  apparent  ascription  of 
Memoirs  to  Peter,  417  fit ;  identity 
of  the  Memoirs  of  the  Apostles  with 
Gospel  of  the  Hebrews  or  of  Peter 
discussed,  419  fit;    no  evidence   he 
used  our  Gospels,  427  f. ;  Epistle  to 
Diognetus,  once  ascribed  to  him  erro- 
neously, ii.  38 ;  variation  from  Matt 
xix.  17,  65 ;  does  not  accuse  Marcion 
of  mutilating  Gospel,  143 ;  complains 
of  adulteration  of  O.T.  Scriptures, 
166;  used  Gospel  of  Hebrews,  167; 
type  of  brazen  serpent,  253  note  3; 
as  witness  for  fourth  Gospel,  272  fit  ; 
Apocalypse  only  book  in  N.  T.  men- 
tioned by  him,  273,  892 ;  the  Logos 
doctrine  of    Justin,    278  fit ;    same 
representation  in  Epistles  and  Philo, 
273  fit ;  knew  Logos  doctrine  of  Plato 


277 ;  held  Plato  and  Socrates  to  be 
Christians,  277  f. ;  his  doctrine  less 
developed  than  that  of  foiirth  Gos- 
pel, 278  1 ;  real  source  of  his  ter- 
minology, 280  fit;  his  terminology 
dififerent  from  that  of  fourth  GkMpel, 

280  fit,  286  fit,  296  fit ;  Psalm  zxii 
20,  280;   origin  of  Logos  doctrine, 

281  f. ;  Justm  follows  Philo,  and 
traces  Logos  doctrine  to  O.  T.,  284  fit, 

287  fit;  Logos  as  ''Wisdom,"  285; 
quotes  Proverbs  viiL  22  fit,  282  t, 
285  fit ;  evidence  of  his  indebtedness 
to  Philo,  285  note  1,  287  fiT^  294 
note  1 ;  his  r^[xre8entations  of  Logos 
also  found  in    Epistle  to  Hebrews, 

288  fit,  and   early  N.   T.   Epistles, 

289  fit ;  Justin  and  Philo  place  Logos 
in  secondary  position,  291  fit ;  alleged 
references  to  fourth  €toq>el,  298  fit ; 
peculiarities  of  account  of  baptism, 
802  1 ;  variaUon  from  Zediariah  xiL 
10  with  fourth  Gospel,  804  1,  like- 
wise found  in  Apocalypse,  305, 
Justin  derived  his  reading  from 
Apocalypse  or  its  source^  805  t ; 
alleged  quotation  from  John  iii  3-5, 
306  fit,  derived  from  different  source, 
807  fit ;  Justin  displays  no  knowledge 
of  fourth  Gospel,  813  fif.;  his  de- 
scription of  teaching  of  Jesus  does 
not  apply  to  fourth  Gospel,  8151, 468, 

Eaodeja,  a  Allien  angel,  taught  magic 

and  exorcism,  i.  104. 
Keim,  iL  233  note  2. 
Kirchhofer,  ii.  233  note  2. 
Kostlin,  ii.  85  f. 

LACfTAnnns,  on  angels  and  demons, 
i.  132  fif. ;  fall  of  angels,  183;  exor- 
cism, 133  f.,  164;  antipodes,  136; 
Jesus  accused  of  magic,  325 ;  quotes 
Sibylline  books  and  Hystaspes  as  in- 
spired, ii.  168. 

Laodiceans,  Epistle  to  the,  ii  81, 169, 
240. 

Lardner,  on  passage  in  Eusebius  reganl- 
ing  Gospel  of  Hebrews,  i.  434 ;  on 
*'  Scriptures  of  the  Lord  "  referred  to 
by  Dionysius  of  Corinth,  ii  165 ;  on 
Melito  of  Sardis,  173  note  2,  178; 
alleged  quotation  by  Athenagoraa 
from  Luke,  197  note  1 ;  date  of 
Celsus,  233  note  2,  236. 

Law,  miracles  ascribed  to  unknown, 
i.  34  f.,  to  unknown  connection  with 
known,  35  1 ;  higher,  85  f . ;  will  of 
man  subject  to,  88  ff.;  sense  in  which 
term  used,  38  note  i ;  progressive  suc- 
cession of,  39  f. ;  invariabUity  of  41  ft 

Laearus,  n^ng  of,  it  459  fit 
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Lecky,  History  of  RationaUnn,  L 149  n.  2. 

Legion,  an  unclean  company,  i.  114  n.  5. 

Liddon,  Canon,  on  evidential  purpoee 
of  miiacleB  and  tiieir  nature,  L  83 
note  2. 

Lightfoot^  on  Jewish  superstition,  L 
99  f. ;  idea  of  regeneration  attached 
by  Jewsto  conyersion,  it  810  f. 

Lilith,  she-devil,  i  112. 

Loffler,  ii  88. 

Logos,    doctrine     of,    in    Septuagint 
version,  ii  265,  281  t,  284  f . ;  in 
Proverbs,    256,    282  1,  285  f.  ;   in 
Psahns,  280,  287  1,  297;  in  O.  T. 
Apocrypha,    265,    281    ff ,  286  f. ; 
in  Apocalypse,  278,  278  ;  in  Epistle 
to  Hebrews,  258  ffi,  274,  289  1,  298, 
866  fit;   in  Philo,  266,  257  note  1, 
259,  274  f .,  276  1,  279,  290  ffi,  298  f ., 
295  f.,  297;  in  Kfi^vyixa  Tl^rpov  298 
note  1 ;  in  Pauline  Epistles,  259  f., 
274  ff.,  290,  292,  296,   811   ff. ;  in 
Plato,   277  f.;    in   Justin    Martyr, 
273  ff;   transferred  from    Philo  to 
Christianity  by  the  author  of  Epistle 
to  Hebrews,  282  note  1,  298  notel ; 
in  Clementines,  850  ff. ;  in  Epistle  to 
Diognetus,   856  note  1,  864  ff. ;   in 
Tatian's  work,  874  ffi ;  in  work  of 
Athenagoras,  379  f. 
Lucian,  u.  238,  234,  286. 
Locke,  on  Pastor  of  Hennas,  ii   253 
note  4  ;  Ignatian  Epistles,  260  note  4 ; 
Apocalypse  and  fourth  Gospel  can- 
not have  been  written  by  same  author, 
390  t;  considers   interpretation   of 
Siloam,  John  ix.  7,  a  gloss,  419. 
Luke,    Gospel   according   to,    private 
document  written  for  Theopmlus,  i 
152  note  1,  ii  134  ;  many  Gospels  pre- 
viously written,  i  213 ;  genealogy  of 
Jesus,  801  f. ;  events  preceding  birth, 
804  ;  removal  to  Bethlehem,  806  ff. 
dwelling-place,  808  ff  ;  birth,  310  ff. 
Magi,  313  f. ;  ch.  iii.  22,  328 ;  agony 
in  the  Garden,  828  ff.  ;   the  Cruci- 
fixion,   836 ff.;    passages    compared 
with  Justin,  343  ff. ;  **  iSermon  on  the 
Mount"     compared    with    Justin*s 
quotations,  346  ff.  ;  danger  of  infer- 
ences from  similarity  of  quotations, 
360  ff.,  397  ff.,  ii  844 ;  alleged  quo- 
tations by  Justin  from,   i.  887  ff.  ; 
admitted     express     quotations    by 
Justin    compared     with,     889  ff.; 
Gnostic  and  other  variations   from 
Luke,  z.  22,  408  ff ;  alleged  refer- 
ences  by  Hsgesippus  to,  438  ff ;  on 
xxiii  34,  439  f. ;  iJleged  reference  by 
Papias  to  it  unfounded,  488 ;  alleged 
quotations   in  Clementines,   ii    16, 
181;  alleged  references  of  Basilldes 

to,  42  ff ;  alleged  references  by  Va- 


lentinus,  67  ff. ;  relation  of  Marcion's 
Gospel  to,  82  ff. ;  dependent  on  Mark 
and  Matthew,  86  ;  comparison  of 
Mansion's  Gospel  with,  110  ff. ;  com- 
parison of  opening  chapters  with 
Matthew  and  Marcion,  130  ff;  al- 
leged reference  by  Tatian  to,  150; 
alleged  quotations  by  Athenagoras, 
197 ;  reference  to  Zacharias  in  Epistle 
of  Vienne  and  Lyons,  201  ff ;  al- 
leged conmientary  on,  and  references 
by  Heradeon,  226 ;  Canon  of  Mura- 
tori  on  the,  239 1  242 ;  result  of  ex- 
amination of  evidence  regarding, 
249,  ch.  iii  16  f.,  800  note  1,  301 ; 
Irensus  on,  476 ;  result  of  examina- 
tion of  evidence  for,  481  i 


Maoabius,  St.,  miracles  of,  i  169. 

Magia  Jesu  Christi,  i  825. 

Magic,  fallen  angels,  taught,  i  104, 106 ; 
Jews  addicted  to,  115  ff  ;  discovered 
by  Ham,  132;  invented  and  sustained 
bv  demons,  133,  134 ;  universality 
of  belief  in,  145  ff 

Magistris,  Simon  de,  ii  243. 

Mahomet  claims  Divine  inspiration,  i  2; 
his  religion  pronounced  irrational  as 
without  miraculous  evidence,  8. 

Makturiel,  Angel,  i  108. 

Manicheans,  i  476. 

Mansel,  Dean: — Miracles  necessary  to 
Christianity,  i  6,  8 ;  but  cannot  com* 
pel  belief,  17  1;  demands  scien* 
tific  accuracy  of  evidence,  37  ;  ai^gu- 
ment  for  miracles  from  efficient  cause 
as  represented  by  will  of  man,  37  f. ; 
assumption  of  Personal  Deity,  68  ff. 

Marcion,  i  229,  277,  285,  397,  410,  ii. 
4,  38,  53,  74  ;  account  of  him,  79  ff. ; 
date,  80 ;  his  collection  of  Christian 
writings,  80ff. ;  his  Gospel,  81  ff  ; 
theories  regardhig  it,  82  ff ,  84  note 
12;  insecure  dat&  87  f. ;  sources  of 
information,  88  ff ;  dependent  on 
statements  of  dogmatic  enemies^  bd  ; 
object  of  Fathers  in  refuting  Mar- 
cion entirely  dogmatic,  91  t  ;  his 
alleged  aim  in  mutilating  Luke,  92  ; 
value  of  materials  supplied  by 
Fathers  estimated,  92  ff. ;  Tertullian 
and  Bpiphanius  on,  93  ff. ;  ixpperfect 
data  of  Fathers,  94  ff  ;  had  they  his 
Gospel  or  only  the  Antithesis  before 
them,  99  ff. ;  accused  of  erasing  pas- 
sages not  in  Luke  at  all,  100  1 1  data 
for  reconstruction  of  text  insufficient^ 

101  ff ;  his  i^ystem  and   character, 

102  ff.;  his  work,  **  Antithesis/' 
105  f. ;  hypothesis  that  his  Gospel 
was  a  mudlated  Luke  rests  upon 
TertuUian's  aocusaUoDt    108 ;    th^ 
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hypotheslB  tested,  109  fit  ;  result^ 
VZiS.,  249;  the  "Lord's  Prayer," 
126 ;  opeDing  chapters  of  Luke, 
127  ft  ;  his  Gospel,  probably  ao  ear- 
lier Qoepel  than  our  Luke,  189  ff. ; 
KvaDgelium  Ponticum,  HO;  had  no 
author's  name,  140£  ;  argument  from 
state  of  his  BpisUes  of  Paul,  141  ff. ; 
Justin  does  not  accuse  him  of  mutilat- 
ing Gospel,  148  ;  did  he  know  other 
Gospels  ?  144  ff. ;  statement  of  Latin 
MS.  quoted  by  Tischendorf,  324  1 ; 
on  his  knowledge  of  fourth  Gospel, 
872  1 

Marcosians,  Gospel  of  the,  L  406  ff. ;  iL  65. 

Hark,  Gospel  according  to,  i  290; 
Jesus,  the  carpenter,  814  1 ;  quota- 
tions of  Justin  from  Sermon  on  the 
Mount  compared  with,  347  note  4 ; 
danger  of  inferences  from  similarity 
of  quotations,  362  ff.,  397  ffl ;  il  17 1 ; 
supposed  quotations  by  Justin  from, 
L  864  ff.  41 7 ;  connection  of  Mark  with 
Apostle  Peter,  417  ff.,  448  ff;  Papias 
on,  444,  446,  448  ff ;  are  there  traces 
of  Petrine  influence  in  ?  452  ff. ;  when 
and  where  written,  451,  452  note  1 ; 
growth  of  tradition  regarding,  451  f.; 
was  our  Gospel  the  work  of  Mark 
described  by  Papias?  455ff  ;  supposed 
quotations  in  Clementines,  iL  28  ff., 
26  f. ;  alleged  quotations  by  Athena- 
goras,  197  1 ;  result  of  examination 
of  evidence  regarding  date  and  origin, 

249  f. ;  Irenseus  on,  476  f. ;  result  of 
examination  of  evidence  for,  481. 

Martin,  St.,  miracles  of,  i  169. 

Martyrdom,  value  of,  as  evidence,  L 
196  f. 

Mary,  Gospel  of  Nativity  of,  i  803,  809 
f.,  410  notes  2  and  8. 

MasBuet,  ii.  212. 

Matthew,  Gospel  according  to:  sup- 
posed references  to  it  by  Clement  of 
Kome,  i.  223  ff. ;  supposed  quotation 
as  H.  S.  by  Epistle  of  Barnabas, 
236  ff.,  XX.  16,  243  ;  supposed  refer- 
ences to,   in   Epistle   of    Barnabas, 

250  ff. ;  suppos^  references  to,  in 
Epistle  of  Polycarp,  278  ff. ;  genea- 
logy of  Jesus,  301  f . ;  events  pre- 
ceding birth,  304  ff. ;  dwelling-place, 
308  ff. ;  quotes  apocryphal  work, 
809  note  1 ;  Magi,  813  ff.;  baptism 
by  John,  816  ff.,  ch.  iii.  15,  823 
agony  in  the  Garden,  829  f. ;  Cruci- 
fixion, 886  ff. ;  quotations  affirmed  to 
be  made  by  Justin,  841  ff. ;  quota- 
tions of  Justin  from  Sermon  on  the 
Mount  compared,  346  ff. ;  danger  of 
inferences  from  similarity  of  quota- 
tions, 360  ff.,  397  ff.;  ii.  17  f.,  844  f. ; 
admitted  express  quotations  by  Justin 


compared  with,  I  3S9  ff  ;  GnoeUc 
and  other  vanations  from  xl  27, 
403  ff,  a  29;  Gospel  of  Hebrews 
supposed  to  be  original  of,  i  428  f. ; 
reUtion  to  Gospel  of  Hebrews,  425 1 ; 
supposed  reference  of  Hegesippus  to, 
436  ff ;  Papias  on.  444  1,  461  ff ,  in- 
terpretation of  and  application  of  the 
account  to,  462  ff ;  original  luiguage 
of  our,  468  ff.;  critical  dilenuna  in- 
volved from  account  of  Papias,  468 1 ; 
testimony  of  the  Fathers  that  work 
of  Matthew  was  written  in  Hebrew, 
470  ff ;  who  translated  it  ?  478  ;  no 
evidence  except  of  a  Hebrew  woi^ 
475  ff  ;  Matthew  cannot  be  author  of 
^e  Greek,  4751;  apostolical  autho- 
rity of  Greek,  gone,  476 ;  canonical, 
an  original  Greek  work,  4761;  re- 
sult of  evidence  of  Papias,  47d  ff ; 
facts  confirming  conclusion  that  work 
of  Matthew  known  to  Papias  was 
not  our,  481  ff. ;  different  account 
of  death  of  Judas  by  Papias,  483, 
and  in  Acts,  482  note  1 ;  supposed 
quotations  in  Clementines,  ii.  9  ff ; 
regarding  xii.  85, 10  ff. ;  alleged  refer- 
ences in  Basilides,  42  ff.,  48  ff. ;  ij- 
leged  references  by  Valentinus,  57  ffl, 
62  ff. ;  comparison  with  opening 
chapters  Luke,  180  ff.  ;  alleged  re- 
ference by  Tatian  to,  149  ff. ;  alleged 
reference  to,  by  Dionysius  of  Corinth, 
170 ;  alleged  quotations  by  Athena- 
goras,  l\f2  ff.  ;  alleged  quotations  by 
Ptolemeeus,  224  1 ;, result  of  exami- 
nation of  date  and  origin,  249  f. ;  ch. 
iii.  4,  p.  800;  iii.  11,  300  note  1; 
Irenseus  on,  475 ;  result  of  examina- 
tion of  evidence  for,  481 1 

Matthew,  Gospel  of  pseudo-,  i.  303. 

Matthias,  Gospel  according  to,  L  293. 

Maury,  on  connection  between  ignorance 
and  miracles,  L  204. 

Mechitarist  Library,  ii.  184. 

Melito  of  Sardis,  date,ii.  172;  fragment 
in  Eusebius,  172  ff. ;  alleged  reference 
to  New  Testament,  173  ff.  ;  list  of 
books  of  O.  T.  and  difficulty  of  ob- 
taining it,  174  ff.;  alleged  evidence 
for  a  N.  T.  Canon,  174  ff  ;  could  not 
even  state  Canonical  Books  of  0.  T. 
without  research,  1 78  ff. ;  Syriac, 
fragments  ascribed  to  him,  179  ff; 
list  of  his  works,  ISO  f. ;  fragment  on 
Faith,  181  ff. ;  alleged  quotations  from 
New  Testament,  1831;  fragment  is 
spiu-ious,  183  ff.,  also  ascribed  to 
lreus3us,  184  ;  other  works  ascribed 
to  Melito,  1 84 1 ;  on  Apocalypse,  39^  f . 

Memoirs  of  the  Apostles,  Justin's,  i. 
286  ff 

Memra,  ii.  415. 
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Messanxiahel,  Angel,  L  108. 

Methodius,  ii.  192. 

Michael,  Archangel,  presents  prayers  of 
saints  to  God,  L  102  note  7, 130  ;  an- 
gel of  Israel,  104,  109  1;  oyer  fire, 
107;  over  water,  108;  high  priest  of 
heaven,  110. 

Michaehs,  If  our  Gospel  of  Matthew  a 
translation,  its  authority  gone,  i.  476; 
on  Celsus,  ii.  233. 

Mill,  John  Stuart :  criticism  on  Hume's 
argument  regarding  miracles,  i.  79 
ff.,  93  f . 

Milman,  Dean : — On  spirit  of  early 
Christian  times,  L  98  f . ;  on  demonia- 
cal possession,  142  f. ;  explanation  of 
apparent  belief  of  Jesus  in  demonia- 
<il  possession,  143  f . ;  character  of 
early  ages  of  Christianity,  198  f .  ; 
Ignatian  EpisUes,  273  f. ;  on  Mardon, 
il  107. 

Miracle  of  multiplication  of  loaves  and 

■  fishes,  i  32  f. ;  of  country  of  Gad- 
arenes,  142 ;  of  Thundering  Legion, 
163,  ii.  185  f .  ;  raising  of  Lazarus, 
iL  459  ff. 

Minucius  Felix,  exorcism  in  his  day,  i. 
164. 

Miracles,  as  evidence,  i.  1  ff. ;  as  objects 
of  faith,  7  ff.  ;  Satanic  as  well  as 
Divine,  11  ff.,  15  ff.,  153  ff..  il  478  f. ; 
credited  because  of  Gospel,  i.  18 ;  true 
and  false,  11  1;  in  relation  to  the 
order  of  nature  27  ff. ;  German  critics 
generally  reject,  28  ff ;  analysis  of, 
29  ff. ;  referred  to  unknown  law, 
84  1 ;  alignment  of,  begins  and  ends 
with  an  assumption,  62  ff. ;  the  age 
of,  95  S. ;  character  of  original  wit- 
nesses of,  96  ff. ;  permanent  stream 
of,  140  1 ;  miracles  arising  out  of  de- 
moniacal possession  shown  to  be  ima- 
ginary, 149  ff. ;  Christian  and  Pagan 
153  ff ;  Satanic,  recognised  by  Old 
and  New  Testament,  152  ff. ;  when 
did  they  cease?  153ff ;  Gospel,  not  ori- 
ginal, 154  ff.;  claim  of  special  distinc- 
tion of  Gospel,  155  ff. ;  ecclesiastical, 
158  ff. ;  miracles  of  Simon  and  Car- 
pocrates  attributed  to  magic,  159 ; 
reported  by  Fapias,  158 ;  by  Justin, 
158 ;  reported  by  Irensous,  159  ff. ; 
reported  by  Tertullian,  161  ff. ;  re- 
ported by  Cyprian,  164  ;  reported  by 
Origen,164;  reported  by  Eusebius,164; 
of  Gregory  Thaumaturgus,  165  ff. ;  of 
St.  Anthony,  167  ff;  of  Hilarion, 
169;  of  St.  Maoarius,  169;  of  St. 
Martin,  169 ;  by  relics  of  Protavius 
and  Qervasius,  169  ff.;  of  St.  Am- 
brose, 170 ;  reported  by  St  Augus- 
tine, 170  ff. ;  facts  not  verified,  179 ; 
argument  of  St.  Augustine,  and  afi^* 


mation  regarding,  180  ff ;  compara- 
tive evidence  of,  recorded  by  St. 
Augustine  ^and  Gospels,  185  ff;  mi- 
racles of  saints,  187 ;  classification  of, 
188  ff. ;  Christian  miracles  not  origi- 
nal, 188  ff.,  il  478  f. ;  absence  of  dis- 
tinctive chiiracter,  i.  191  ff. ;  compari- 
son of  evidence  for  Gospel  and  eccle- 
siastical, 193  ff ;  of  Gospel  sink  in 
the  stream,  196  ff.  ;  none  recorded 
by  actual  workers,  201 ;  confined  to 
periods  of  ignorance,  202  1,  ii  479  f. ; 
ceased  on  diffusion  of  knowledge, 
i.  203  f.,  ii.  479 1 ;  at  present  day  ar- 
gument refers  to  narrative  and  not  to 
actual,  i.  207  f. ;  the  literary  evidence 
for,  226  ff. ;  miracles  are  incredible 
antecedently,  and  are  unsupported 
by  evidence,  ii.  477  ff. ;  they  are  mere 
human  delusion,  480. 

Modat,  Prophecies  of  Eldad  and,  L  257. 

Mosheim,  ii  235. 

Mozley,  Canon : — ^necessity  of  miraculous 
evidence,  i  2 1, 6f. ;  miracles  insepara- 
ble from  Christianity,  9 ;  cannot  com- 
pel belief,  17;  yetinteoiial  evidence  in- 
sufficient, 21  fF. ;  miraculous  evidence 
checked  by  conditions,  24 ;  miracles 
subject  to  moral  approval  of  doctrine 
attested,  24 ;  this  only  limitation  not 
disproof  of  miracles  as  evidence,  24  ; 
referribleness  of  miracles  to  unknown 
law,  or  unknown  connection  with 
known  law,  34  1,  with  "higher 
law,"  35  1;  is  suspension  of  phy- 
sical laws  by  a  spiritual  being  in- 
conceivable ?  38  ff  ;  progressive 
successions  of  law,  39  £ ;  antece- 
dent incredibility,  43  ff. ;  divine  de- 
sign of  Revelation,  46  ff. ;  belief  in 
•*  Order  of  Nature  "  irrational,  55  ff ; 
argument  of,  begins  and  ends  with 
assumption  of  Personal  Deity,  62  ff. ; 
constant  stream  of  miraculous  preten- 
sion, 154  ff. ;  Jewish  supematuraliem 
contemporary  with  Gospel  miracles, 
154  f. ;  claim  of  speciality  in  Chris- 
tian miracles,  155  ff  ;  either  clearly 
distinguished  or  not  of  evidential 
value,  155  ff. ;  on  statement  of  Ire- 
nseus  regarding  continuance  of  mi- 
raculous power  in  Chinch,  169  ff. ; 
on  miracles  reported  by  St.  Augus- 
tine, 175 1 ;  his  objections  unfounded, 
176  ff ;  absence  of  verification  of 
miracles,  179 ;  character  of  later  ages 
of  Christianity,  199;  is  Christianity 
believed  upon  miraculous  evidence 
by  the  educated  ?  205  f. 

Muratori,  Canon  of :  onPastorof  Hermas, 
i  256 ;  Apoc.  of  Peter,  296  note;  li. 
168;  account  of,  287  ff.;  age  of  MS., 
237 ;  conflicting  views  regarding  it, 
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237  t ;  origiiial  language,  238 1 ;  on 
Luke,  239  1,  242 ;  contents,  240  ff. ; 
on  Pastor  of  Hennas,  242  ft ;  theories 
regarding  unknown  author  o^  248  £  ; 
date  of  the  fragment,  244  ff. ;  its  tee- 
timonv,  247  1 ;  account  of  fourth 
Gospel,  883  ff. ;  apology  for  fourth 
Qospel,  885  1;  author  falsifies,  1 
Epistle  of  John,  885 ;  does  he  Teler 
to  AposUe  John?  885  f. 


Naasehi,  iL  53. 

Narcissus,  miracles  of,  i  1C4  L 

Natalius  scouiged  by  angels,  L 134  f. 

Nature,  phenomena  of,  controlled  and 
produced  by  angels,  i.  104  ff.,  107  ff, 
121  ff,  125, 127  ff,  130  ff. 

Nazarene,  ii.  182  note  8. 

Nasarenes,  Gospel  of  the,  L  419,  423; 
il81. 

Neander,  on  Gospel  of  Basilides,  E  48 ; 
on  Marcion,  84 ;  on  Clementines, 
841  f.,  854. 

Newman,  Dr. : — miracles  necessary  to 
prove  lievelation,  i  6 ;  on  ambiguous 
mirades,  18;  miracles  wrought  by 
spirits  opposed  to  God,  18  f. ;  doubt* 
f ul  origin  destroys  cogency  of  argu- 
ment for  miracles,  14,  64 ;  supports 
ecclesiastical  at  the  expense  of  Gos- 
pel miracles,  18  note  8;  a  miracle 
at  most  token  of  a  superhuman  be- 
ing, 19  note  1;  on  mutual  depen- 
dence of  doctrine  and  miracle,  20; 
on  the  "Rationalistic  "and  "Catho- 
lic" tempers,  20  note  2;  he  really 
makes  reason  the  criterion  of  mi- 
racles, 21 ;  no  miracle  great  in 
comparison  with  Dirine  Incar- 
nation, 27  note  1;  mirades  reverse 
laws  of  nature,  81,  82  note  8;  reli- 
gious excitement  and  imagination  a 
cause  of  miracles,  97  f. ;  no  definite 
age  of  miracles,  154 ;  absence  of  dis- 
tinctive character  in  Christian  mira- 
cles, 191. 

Nioephorus,  stiohometry  of :  I  218, 
257,  296  note,  422  f. 

Nioodemus,  Gospel  of  :  I  298,  824, 
825  ff.,  884  note  8,  838  1 

Nuriel,  Angel,  L  108. 

Nyssa,  iee  Gregory. 


CECOLAMPABIUS,  i  476. 

(£cumenius,  i.  482. 

Olshausen,  u.  84,  96, 121  note  1. 

Ophites,  iL  53,  214,  216,  248  note  2. 

Orelli,  i.  240  ff 

Origen,  on  Angel  Michael,  L  102  note,  7 
180 ;  on  demons,  126  ff  ;  exorcism, 
127 ;  analogy  between  demons  and 


animals  recognized  by  Moees,  127; 
angels  employed  in  natural  pheno- 
mena, 128, 130  f.;  eating  with  demons. 
127  1 ;  sun,  moon,  and  stars  endowed 
with  souls,  128  ff;  demons  produce 
famines  and  other  evils,  131;  on 
Phoenix,  188;  exorcism  in  his  day, 
164 ;  ascribes  SiMstle  to  Hebrews  to 
Clemens  RonL,  217 ;  Epistle  of  Bar- 
nabas, 282 ;  revelation  of  Elias  quoted 
by,  1  Cor.  ii.  9,  240,  441 ;  reference 
to  Epsstle  of  Barnabas,  250  ff. ;  on 
Pastor  of  Hennas,  256 ;  reference  to 
passage  in  Emstks  of  Ignatius,  261 ; 
Doctrine  of  Peter,  272  i,  838,  420; 
Epistle  to  Hebrews,  290;  birth  of 
Jesus  in  a  cave,  812 ;  omission  from 
Mark  that  Jesus  was  called  a  car- 
penter, 815 ;  combination  of  paasages 
similar  to  quotation  in  Justin,  850 
note  4 ;  variation  of  quotation  simi- 
lar to  Justin's,  856  note  2,  879  ;  va- 
riation from  Matt  xi.  27,  404^ 
agreement  of  Gospel  of  Peter  with 
that  of  Hebrews,  419;  quotation  in 
1  Cor.  iL  9, 441 ;  on  Peter's  connection 
with  Gkiepel  of  Mark,  450 ;  denounced 
Kfipvyfjut  n4TpoVf  458 ;  on  composition 
and  language  of  Goq>el  of  Matthew, 
471;  mentions  ''Travels of  Peter," 
iL  4 ;  on  Gospel  of  Basilides,  42  note 
4 ;  on  Matt  xix.  1 7, 65 ;  onVdentinua, 
75 ;  DiaL  de  recte  in  deum  fide,  not 
his,  88 ;  on  Heradeon,  214,  228,  226 ; 
supposed  commentaiy  on  fourth 
Gospd  by  Heradeon,  226  f . ;  Origen 
against  Celsus,  227  ff. ;  on  date  and 
identity  of  Celsus,  228  ff ;  his  uncer- 
tainty concerning  Cdsus,  229  ff. ;  ex- 
pectation of  further  treatise  by 
Celsus,  281  ff.;  Celsus  the  Epicurean, 
233 ;  quotations  from  Heradeon,  382 ; 
reply  to  Celsus  on  alteration  of 
the  Gospd,  888;  on  Apocalypse, 
894. 
Overbeck,  ii.  89  note  3. 


Palbt  :— mirades  proof  of  Revdation, 
i.  4  f. ;  argument  against  Hume,  88  1 ; 
refuted,  89  ff. 

Pamphilus,  martyr,  of  Ceesarea,  L  424. 

Pantscnus,  L  471 ;  iL  191. 

Papias  of  Hierapolis,  on  raising  of  a 
dead  man,  L  158;  regarding  Mark, 
290, 418  f. ;  quotes  Gospel  according 
to  Hebrews,  422 ;  date  and  history, 
444  1 ;  prefers  tradition  to  written 
works,  445  1,  iL  821 1 ;  on  Mark's 
Gospel,  L  444,  446, 448  ff.;  statement 
in  prefkoe  of  his  work,  445 ;  identity 
of  Presbyter  Jdm,  446  £ ;  Mark  as 
the  interpreter  of  Peter,  448  ff  ;  the 
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description  of  FreBbyter  John  does 
not  apply  to  our  Mark,  455  ff. ;  how 
Mark's  work  disappeared,  459  f. ;  ac- 
count of  work  ascribed  to  Matthew, 
461  ff. ;  was  it  derived  from  Presbyter 
John  ?  461  f. ;  interpretation  and  ap- 
plication of  the  account  to  our  Qospel 
according  to  Matthew,  462  S. ;  were 
A^'m  merely  discourses,  or,  did  they 
include  historical  narrative  ?  468  ff. ; 
not  applicable  to  our  Gospel,  465 
fL ;  explanation  of  his  remark  regard- 
ing interpretation  of  Logia,  473  ff  ; 
did  not  know  a  Qreek  Mattiiew,  475 
1 ;  fragment  of  his  woi^  preserved, 
482  f. ;  account  of  death  of  Judas 
Iscariot,  482;  said  to  have  used 
Kpistles  of  John  and  Peter,  483,  ii 
323,  471 ;  knew  no  canonical  Qospels, 
L  484  1 ;  does  not  call  Matthew  who 
wrote  Logia  an  A.postle,  485  note  1 ; 
Canon  of  Muratori  ascribed  to  him, 
ii  243 ;  does  not  know  fourth  Gos- 
pel, 320  ff ;  knew  no  authoritative 
Gospels,  822 ;  offers  presumptive  evi- 
dence against  fourth  Gospel,  322  ff. ; 
no  proof  he  knew  1  Epistle  of  John 
or  assigned  it  to  Apostle,  323  1 ; 
statements  in  Latin  MS.  preface  to 
fourth  Gospel,  324  f. ;  alleged  quo- 
tation by  Presbyters  in  Irenseus  re- 
ferred to  his  work,  325  ff.,  quotation 
is  by  Irensous,  and  no  evidence  that 
the  PresbytOTs  are  connected  with 
Papias,  326  f^  381  ff. ;  Papias  asserted 
Apostolic  origin  of  Apocalypse,  335 1, 
892. 
Paraclete,  first  mentioned   in  fourth 

Gospel,  ii  464. 
ParchcHT,  ii  45. 

Paschal  Chronicle,  ii  186, 190,  212. 
Paschal  controversy,  i  278 ;  ii  186  ff , 

271,  472  f. 
Pastor  of  Hermas,  tee  Hennas. 
Paul,  Apostle :  i  421,  441;  Clemenldnes 
directed  against  him,  ii  4 ;  Clemen- 
tines attack  him  under  the  name  of 
Simon  the  Magician,  34  ff,  342,  353 
1,  407;  Theodas  his  disdple,  75; 
Marcion's  Epistles  of,  80  f.,  141 1 ; 
party  in  the  Church,  104 ;  his  Gospel, 
140;  accusations  against  Apostles, 
145  f. ;  rejected  by  Encratites,  162 ; 
alleged  recommendation  of  apocry- 
phal works,  168  note  5  ;  falsification 
of  his  Epistles,  169 ;  Epistles  of  Paul 
and  Seneca,  169 ;  ActaPauU  et  Thecl», 
170 ;  Epistles  in  Canon  of  Muratori, 
240 1 ;  Paul  a  servant  of  Jesus  Christ, 
890 ;  evidence  regarding  John,  405 ; 
tradition  regarding  him  and  John, 

406  note  3,  attacked  in  Apocalypse, 

407  f. 


Paul!  et  Thecke,  Acta,  ii  270. 

Pauline  Epistles,  Logos  doctrine  in,  ii. 
2591 

Paul!  Prsodicatio,  i  322  1 

Paulus :  his  treatment  of  miracles,  i  28 ; 
on  Mardon,  ii  84. 

PSn^mud,  a  fallen  angel,  i  104. 

Peratioi,  ii  53,  248  note  2. 

Peter,  Apocalypse  of,  i  295  f. ;  ii  168, 
241. 

Peter,  Apostle,  i  286,  290,  291  note  3, 
417  ff,  448  ff,  452  ff  ;  ii  1  ff.,  3,  6, 
34  ff ,  44,  104,  847,  852  f. 

Peter,  Doctrine  of,  i  278,  838,  420  1 

Peter,  Epistle  of,  first,  said  to  have 
been  used  by  Papias,  i  483. 

Peter,  Gospel  according  to,  i  288  f., 
292,  296,  303  note  5,  417  ff,  419  ff  ; 
a  7, 160  1, 167. 

Peter,  Preaching  of  {KfiinryfM  Tlhpov), 
i  833,  458  1,  461;  ii  2  1,  227,  298 
note  1. 

Peter,  Travels  of  {UtptoBoi  Ilirpov),  ii 
2,4. 

Philastrius,  ii  206,  209,  218,  219. 

Philip,  Apostle,  story  related  by  daugh- 
ters o^  i  168 ;  appealed  to  by  Poly- 
crates  in  support  of  14th  Nisan,  468. 

Philip  Sidetes,  ii.  191  i 

Philo:-— date  of,  ii.  264  note  5;  type 
of  brazen  serpent,  253  note  3;  Logos 
as  Rock,  257  note  1 ;  Logos  over 
universe,  259  1,  274,  277;  Logos 
before  all  things,  259,  277,294  ;  first 
begotten  Son  of  God,  259  note  3, 

274,  290  note  2 ;  Eternal  Logos,  265 ; 
Logos  the  bread  from  heaven,  265 ; 
Logos  the  fountain  of  wisdom,  266  ; 
Logos  guides  man  to  Father,  266 ; 
Logos  as  substitute  of  Gk}d,  274 ; 
Logos  as  the  image  of  God,  274,  275, 
276,  294  ;  Logos  as  Priest,  274  1, 289 
1 ;  Logos  by  whom  world  was  made, 

275,  276,  290  note  2;  Logos  the 
second  God,  276,  290  f. ;  Logos  the 
interpreter  of  God,  276 ;  Logos  the 
ambflUBsador  of  God  to  men,  277,  294 ; 
Logos  the  power  of  God,  276 ;  Logos 
as  king;  Logos  as  angel,  291,  293  1, 
294 ;  Logos  as  the  beginning,  294 ; 
Logos  as  the  east,  294  note  1 ;  Logos 
the  name  of  God,  204 ;  Logos  as  man, 
294,  295  f. ;  Logos  as  Mediator,  294 
1;  Logos  as  Light,  297  note  2. 

Phoenix,  i  187  f. 

PhotiuB,  Clemens  Rom.,  reputed  author 
of  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  i  217 ;  frag- 
ment of  HegesippuB,  435;  does  not 
mention  work  on  Passover  by  Apol- 
linaris,  ii  189 ;  on  history  of  Philip 
Bidetes,  190;  fragment  of  Athena- 
goras,  192. 

Fierius  of  Alexandria,  ii  190. 
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Pindtf  ,  il  53. 

Pius  of  Borne,  il  243,  244,  245,  246. 

Plato,  il  71.  76,  214,  277 1,  291  note4. 

Polycarp,  in  coDDection  with  P^wchal 
controTerej,  il  271,  472  1 ;  tradition 
regarding  John,  406. 

Polycarp,  Epistle  of,  I  274  ft ;  account 
of  him,  274  f. ;  date  275  1 ;  anthen- 
ticity  discoaeed,  275  ff. ;  supposed 
references  to  Synoptics,  278  ff. ;  on 
Passover,  il  189;  alleged  quotation 
from  1  EpisUe  of  John,  267  S.,  in- 
dependent of  Epistle,  269  ft 

Poly  crates,  '±  189,  406,  473. 

Pontus,  il  140. 

Porphyry,  on  Matt,  ziil  35,  il  11. 

Possession,  demoniacal,  I  114  ff. ;  in 
man  and  animalB,  114  ;  cause  of  dis- 
ease, 107, 115 ;  imiTersality  of  belief 
in,  141  ff. ;  reality  of,  aaeerted  by 
Jesus,  141  ff. ;  reality  asserted  in  Old 
Testament^  143 1 ;  belief  in,  dispelled, 
149  ff ;  continuance  of,  aaeerted, 
158  ff 

Pothinus,  il  200,  201  note  3,  211,  383 
note  1. 

Powell,  Professor  Baden :— no  evidence 
of  a  Deity  working  miracles,  I  74; 
at  present  day  not  a  miracle  but  a 
narrative  of  miracles  discussed,  207 1 

Prayer,'* The"  Lord's,  il  18,  126. 

Presbyters,  quoted  by  Papias  and  Ire- 
nsus,  il  321  ff. 

Prepon  the  Marcionite,  il  222. 

Primus,  Bishop  of  Corinth,  I  482. 

Protavius,  St.,  miracles  by  relics  of,  i. 
169  ff 

Prtitevangelium,  see  Gospel  of  James. 

Proverbs  of  Solomon,  I  433 ;  doctrine 
of  Logos  in,  il  255,  282 1,  285. 

Pseudofln-aphs,  number  of,  in  early 
Church,  i.  282  f.,  292  ff.,  460  f. ;  il 
167  t  169  f. 

Ptolemaeus  :  Irenseus  on,  ii.  60  f. ;  Hip- 
polytus  on,  69  ff  ;  date  of,  205  ff ; 
Epistle  to  Flora,  205,  207,  224  f. ; 
alleged  quotation  from  Matthew,  224 
f. ;  duration  of  ministry  of  Jesus, 
227  note  2 ;  alleged  reference  to 
fourth  Gospel,  381  f. 

Pythagoras,  il  71,  75  t,  214. 


Raqubl,  Angel,  I  104. 

Baphael,  Angel :  charm  for  exorcising 
demons,  I  102  f. ;  angel  of  healing, 
102,104,130;  presents  prayers  of  saints 
to  God,  102;  angel  of  spirits  of  men, 
104  ;  over  earth,  108. 

Beuss,  on  passage  Epistle  of  Barnabas, 
i.  255;  on  Clementines,  il  4;  cha- 
racter of  TertulliMi,  90. 

Revelation,  Divine,  only  such  by  virtue 


of  telling  something  undiBOOvnable 
by  reason,  and  requires  miraculoas 
evidence,  L  1  ff,  il  477  ff ;  Veda 
claims  to  be,  I  2;  religion  of  24oroaster 
claims  to  be,  2 ;  Mahomet  proclaims, 
2  ;  design  and  details  of  the,  46  ff  ; 
design  of,  conteadicted  by  experience, 
49  ff,  il  480;  result  of  inquiry  into 
the  reality  of,  il  477  ff ;  we  gain 
more  than  we  lose  by  abandoning 
I  theory  of,  489  1  ;  if  we  know  less 
than  we  supposed  we  are  not  com- 
pelled to  believe  what  is  unworthy, 
490 ;  the  argument  that  it  is  neces- 
sary for  man  is  ptu^ly  imaginary, 
491  f. 

Ritschl,  on  Marcion's  Gospel,  il  85,  86, 
96,101,102,129. 

Romans,  Epistle  to  the,  I  256 ;  il  62, 
66  note  3,  70,  71  note  1. 

Routh,  il  319,  335,  note. 

Ruchiel,  Angel,  I  108. 

Rufinus,  I  434,  465  note  2 ;  il  2,  3,  4. 


Saints,  BoUandist  Collection,  I  187. 

Samael,  Angel  of  Death  over  Gentiles, 
I  108. 

Samaria,  five  nations  and  gods  of,  typi- 
fied by  husbands  of  Samaritan  wo- 
man, John  iv.  5  ff  ;  il  422  ff 

Samniel,  Angel,  I  108. 

Sandalfon,  Angel,  I  108. 

Saraq&el,  Angel,  I  104. 

Saroel,  Angel,  I  108. 

Satan,  Angel  of  Death,  I  108. 

Schaf riri,  Angel,  i.  112. 

Schamir,  aided  Solomon  in  building  the 
Temple,  I  lis. 

Schleiermacher,  explained  away  mi- 
racles, I  27  f. ;  explanation  of  Papias* 
remark  regarding  interpretation  of 
the  Logia,  473  ;  Marcion's  Gospel,  il 
83. 

Schliemann,  il  851  note  6. 

Schmidt,  J.  K  C,  il  88. 

Schneckenbu]::ger,on  Gospel  of  Basilides, 
ii.  43. 

Schneidewin,  ii.  71. 

Schocttgen,  Academia  Celesti,  I  114 
note  3 ;  Jewish  practice  of  Magic, 
115. 

Scholten,  on  Justin's  reference  to  Acta 
Pilati,  I  327  f. ;  type  of  brazen  ser- 
pent in  Episties  of  Barnabas,  il  253 
note  3 ;  on  alleged  quotation  from  1 
Epistle  of  John  in  Epistle  of  Poly- 
carp, 269. 

Schultz,  ii.  83. 

Schwegler,  on  origin  Gospel  of  Hebrews 
and  Matthew,  I  425  ;  on  Justin's  use 
of  Gospel  of  Hebrews,  427  note  3 ; 
on  Marcion's  Gospel,  il  85 ;  namele«< 
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ness  of  Maroion's  Gospel  evidence  of 
originality,  140  f. 

Semisch,  on  Justin's  memoirs,  I  811, 
828  f. 

Semler,  ii  82. 

Septuagint version  of  Bible,  i.  101, 109, 
836,  337,  441  ;  il  10,  255, 280, 281  f., 
284,  286,  804,  805f.,  388  note  1,  423. 

Serapion,  Bishop  of  Antioch,  on  Qospel 
according  to  Peter,  i  419  ;  ii.  160  f., 
167. 

Shibta,  an  evil  spirit,  i  113, 115  note  2. 

Sibylline  Books,  i.  828 ;  ii.  168. 

SibyllistB,  Christians  called,  ii  168,  236. 

Sichem,i.  284;  ii.  4211 

Siloam,  ii  419. 

Simon  the  Magician,  his  part  in  the 
Clementines,  ii  3,  12, 14,  34  if. 

Sinoiticus,  Codex,  i  235  f.,  237,  243, 
269,  256,  296  note,  351  notes  3,  4, 
352  note  1,  353  note  2,  439 ;  ii  11, 
18,  23  note  3,  168,  268  note  1,  300 
note  2,  307,  308,  350  note  4. 

Socrates,  Historian,  ii  1 91. 

Solomon,  a  great  magician,  i  117  ff. ; 
taught  wisdom  by  demons,  118  ;  com- 
posed powerful  charms  and  forms  of 
exorcism,  118. 

Sopater  executed  for  sorcery,  i  148. 

Sophia,  u.  69  f.,  281 E,  286  ffi,350f.,415. 

Sorcery,  i  116  ff. ;  universality  of  belief 
in,  145  £;  St  Athanasius  and  St. 
Cyprian  accused  of,  147. 

Soter,  Bishop  of  Rome,  L  295,  432 ;  ii 
163,  164,  171. 

Spenoer,  Mr.  Herbert;  on  the  evan< 
escence  of  evil,  i  50  note  1. 

Spinosa  :  even  existence  of  God  cannot 
be  inferred  from  miracles,  i  15,  76. 

Spruohsammlung,  i  248,  262,  266  ;  ii 
465. 

Stag,  superstition  regarding,  i  138. 

Stars  believed  to  be  living  entities,  i 
105  1,  128  ff: 

Stephanus,  H.,  ii  89  note  8. 

Stichometiy  of  Nicephorus,  derived 
from  Syrian  catalogue,  i  218 ;  EpisUe 
of  Clement  of  Rome,  218  ;  £ldad  and 
Modat,  257 ;  Gospel  of  Hebrews,  422 
f.,  426. 

Storr,  ii  84. 

Stoughton,  Dr.,  on  assumptions,  i  62 
note  1. 

Suocubi,  i  135 ;  136  note  1. 

Sychar,  ii  421 1 

Symmachus,  ii  305. 

TATTAJi,  Dr.,  Syriac  MSa,  i  259. 

Tatian,  on  demons,  i.  123  1 ;  on  de- 
moniacal origin  of  disease,  124 ;  Dia- 
tessaron  called  Gospel  of  Hebrews, 
421  f.;  account  of  him,  ii  148  f.; 
Oration  to  the  Greeks,  148  f. ;   no 


quotations  from  Synoptics,  149 ;  al- 
leged reference  to  parable  in  Matthew, 
149  ff. ;  to  Luke,  150  t ;  theories  re- 
garding his  Diatessaron,  153  ff.,  called 
Diapente,  153,  called  Gospel  of  He- 
brews, 163, 155,  Theodoret's  account 
of  Diatessaron,  155  f . ;  difficulty  of 
distinguishing  it,  158  ;  its  peculiari- 
ties  shared  by  other  uncanonical 
Gospels,  169  f. ;  later  history,  161  f. ; 
sect  of  Encratitee  rejected  Paul,  and 
used  apocryphal  Gospels,  162  f.  ; 
alleged  use  of  fourth  Gospel,  874  f. ; 
his  Logos  doctrine,  374  ff. 

Tertullian ;  miracles  without  prophecy 
cannot  prove  Revelation,  i  13, 
note  1;  on  Book  of  Enoch,  103  f.; 
on  demons,  124  ff.;  demoniacal  origin 
of  disease,  124  ff. ;  Cosmical  theories, 
125 ;  on  Phoonix,  138 ;  change  of  sex 
of  Hyena,  138 ;  superstition  regard- 
ing stag,  138;  on  volcanoes,  189; 
continuance  of  miraculous  gifts,  1 61ff.; 
account  of  miracles,  1 62  ff. ;  passage 
in  Marcion's  Gospel,  229 ;  Epistle  to 
Hebrews  ascribed  to  Barnabas,  283 ; 
descent  through  Mary,  303  note  6 ; 
variation  of  Marcion's  Gospel  from 
Luke  X.  22,  410 ;  on  connection  of 
Peter  with  Mark's  Gospel,  4491;  on 
Valentinus,  ii  74  1;  source  of  his 
workonyalentinians,75;  views  regard- 
ing Marcion  not  trustworthy,  83 ;  his 
style  of  controversy  and  character,89f. ; 
charge  against  Marcion  of  mutilating 
Luke,90ff;  Marcion's  alleged  aim,921; 
the  course  which  Tertullian  intends 
to  pursue  in  refuting  him,  92  ff. ;  had 
he  Marcion's  Gospel  before  him? 
99  ff;  he  had  not  Luke,  100;  re- 
proaches Marcion  for  erasing  from 
Luke  passages  not  in  the  Gospel,!  001; 
on  Marcion's  Antithesis,  105;  com- 
pares Marcionitee  to  the  cuttle-fish, 
106  note  3 ;  his  account  of  Marcion's 
object,  107  ff ;  undertakes  to  refute 
Marcion  out  of  his  own  Gospel,  109 1; 
calls  Marcion's  Gospel  **  Evangelium 
Ponticum,"  140,  372  1,  no  author's 
name  affixed,  141 ;  on  Mansion's  de- 
ductions from  Epistle  to  Galatians, 
145 ;  on  martyrdom  of  Zacharias,  203; 
on  Axionicus,  228. 

Testament,  Old  and  New,  origin  of 
name,  ii.  174  ff;  earliest  desiirnation 
of,  1771 

Theodas,  ii  176,  225. 

Theodoret  quotes  Xenophanes,  i  77 
note;  found  Gospel  of  Hebrews  cir- 
culating, 422  1 ;  on  Tatian's  Diates- 
saron, ii  1531,  1551,  159ff ;  does 
not  mention  any  work  on  the  Pass- 
over by  Apollinaris,  189. 
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Th«odotioD's  venion  0.  T.,  iL  212, 213 
note  1,  805. 

TheophiluB,  Luke's  Qospel  a  private 
document  for  use  of,  L  152  note  1. 

Theophilus  of  Antioch :— Greek  poets 
inspired  by  demons,  i  122 ;  serpent 
and  pains  of  childbirth  proof  of  truth 
of  Fall  in  Genesis,  122  note  12; 
exorcism,  159;  Canon  Westoott  on, 
IL  192;  on  Apocalypse,  898;  date 
of  Ep.  ad  AutoL,  474  note  1 ;  first 
who  mentions  John  in  connection 
with  passage  from  Gospel,  474. 

Theopbylact,  i.  482. 

Thomas,  Gospel  according  to,  L  292,815. 

Timotheus  of  Alexandria,  i.  269. 

Tischendorf,  on  date  of  Epistle  of 
Clement  of  Rome,  L  220;  Clement 
does  not  refer  to  our  Gospels, 
223;  probably  oral  tradition  source 
of  words  of  Jesus,  280  note  1 ;  on 
Epistle  of  Barnabas,  250  fif.,  il  168  ; 
on  Pastor  of  Hennas,  i  257  ;  Epistles 
of  Ignatius,  269  fEl ;  ProteYongelium 
of  James,  802  f.,  805,  ii.  202  f . ; 
quotation  from  Protevongelium  by 
Justin,  i  805, 812 ;  on  Gospel  of  Nico- 
demus,  326  ff. ;  quotations  of  Justin 
asserted  to  be  from  Matthew,  842  ff.; 
on  supposed  quotations  by  Justin  of 
Mark  and  Luke,  884  ff. ;  on  Hegesip- 
pus,  442  f.;  on  books  referred  to  by 
rapias,  445  note  2 ;  argument  for 
identity  of  woriis  described  by  Papias 
with  our  Gospels,  460  f. ;  on  inter- 
pretation of  word  ASyiOj  468  £^  465 
note  2 ;  on  original  language  of  our 
Gospel  according  to  Matthew,  468 ; 
on  applicability  of  account  of  Papias 
to  it,  468  ff.;  on  disparagement  of 
Papias,  469  f. ;  uncritical  spirit  of 
Fathers,  472 ;  on  Clementines,  iL  9 
note  1 ;  on  work  of  Basilides  on  the 
Gospel,  42,  44,  46;  alleged  quota- 
tions by  Basilides  from  Gospel,  48  ff., 
not  by  Basilides,  48,  50  ;  on  alleged 
quotations  of  Gospels  by  Valentinus, 
56  ff. ;  falsification  of  Hippolytus, 
56  ff. ;  falsification  of  Irensous,  57  ff. ; 
his  argument,  59  1 ;  alleged  quota- 
tion by  Valentinus  in  work  of  Hippo- 
lytus, 66  f. ;  admits  uncertainty  of 
source  of  quotations  of  Hippolytus, 
68 ;  Tatian  does  not  quote  Synoptics, 
149;  date  of  Tatian's  Diatessaron, 
153  f.  ;  asserts  it  harmony  of  our 
Gospels,  154  ;  expressions  of  Diony- 
sius  claimed  as  references  to  Gospels, 
164  t;  does  not  cite  Melito,  172; 
claims  fragment  of  Apollinaris  as 
evidence  for  our  Gospels,  187 ;  on 
Athenagoras,  192  t ;  on  martyrdom 
of  Zacharias  in  Epistle  of  Yienne  and 


Lyons,  202  f . ;  alleged  quotations  of 
Gospels  by  Ptolemseus,  205 ;  date  of 
Ptolemmis,  205  ff. ;  date  of  Hera- 
cleon,  218  ff. ;  meaning  of  ypApqias^ 
214,  217  1 ;  Epiphanius  on  Cerdo, 
214,  216 ;  date  of  Celsus,  228  fil ;  oa 
Epistle  of  Barnabas  as  evidence  for 
fourth  Gospel,  251  ff.;  on  use  of 
fourth  Gospel  in  Ignatian  Epistles, 
260  ff ;  alleged  reference  in  Epistle 
of  Polyoarp  to  1  Epistle  of  John, 
267  ff. ;  on  Justin  as  evidence  for 
the  fourth  Gospel,  272  ff. ;  does  not 
claim  Hegesippus  as  witness  for 
fourth  Gospel,  816;  his  argument 
that  Papias  is  not  a  witness  against 
fourth  Gospel,  822  1 ;  ailment  re- 
garding silence  of  Eusebius,  822  f. ; 
attempt  to  make  Papias  witness  for 
it,  828  f . ;  extraordinary  argument 
from  reference  to  Pa^Nas  in  Latin 
MSL,  824  f. ;  alleged  connection  of 
Papias  with  Presbyters  referred  to  by 
Ir«i»us,  325  ff,  alleged  quotation 
not  by  Presbyters  but  by  Irenseus, 
826  ff. ;  alleged  references  in  Clemen- 
tines to  fourth  Gospel,  336  ff. ; 
alleged  references  to  fourth  Gkmel 
in  EpisUe  to  Diognetus,  854  ff. ; 
alleged  reference  by  Basilides,  871  ; 
alleged  references  by  Tatian,  374  ff  ; 
date  of  Theophilus  ad  Autolyc,  474 
notel. 

Tobit,  Book  of,  Jewish  superstitions  in 
the,  L  102. 

Trendi,  Archbishop :— Miracles  cannot 
command  obedience  absolutely,  i  15  f.; 
office  of  miracles,  16  ff;  SaUnic  mi- 
racles, 1 5  ff. ;  theory  of  reminiscence, 
16  note  1 ;  analysis  of  miracles,  80  £  ; 
ingenious  way  of  overcoming  diffi- 
culty of  miracles,  58  f. ;  exemption 
from  physical  law  a  lost  prerogaUve 
of  our  race,  53  note  1  ;  demoniacal 
possession,  141  ff. ;  on  belief  of  Jesus 
in  reality  of  demoniacal  possession, 
142  1;  are  there  demoniacs  now? 
144 ;  on  withdrawal  of  miraculous 
power,  157  f. 

Twelve,  Gospel  acoording  to  the,  i. 
293. 

TJhlhorn,  iL  851  note  1. 
Uriel,  Angel,  L  104. 
Usher,  Archbishop,  i.  263. 

Valentinus,  date  and  history  of,  iL  55  f., 
206  ff ;  alleged  references  to  Gospels^ 
56  ff. ;  Irenreus  does  not  refer  to  hira 
but  to  later  followers,  59  ff. ;  letter 
of,  quoted  by  Clement  o!  Alexandria, 
62  f. ;  alleged  quotations  in  work  of 

Digitized  by  VjiJOV  If 


INDEX. 


511 


Hippolytus,  Q6  ff.;  Eastern  and 
Italian  schoola,  69  ff. ;  quotations  not 
made  by  Yalentinus,  70  ff. ;  results 
regarding  alleged  quotations,  78  t ; 
Tertullian  on,  74  t ;  his  alleged  use 
of  N.  T.,  74  ff. ;  professed  to  have 
traditions  from  Apostles,  75 ;  rejects 
Gospels,  76  ff. ;  the  Gospel  of  Truth, 
77  1 ;  his  followers,  Ptolemssus  and 
Heraoleon,  205  ff. ;  alleged  reference 
to  fourth  Gospel,  66  f..  68  f .,  371  f. 

Yaticanus,  Codex,  i.  248,  858  note  2, 
489 ;  iL  850  note  4. 

Veda,  considered  divinely  inspired,  i.  2. 

Victor  of  Capua,  il  153, 161. 

Vienne  and  Lyons,  Epistle  of,  date  and 
circumstances,  iL  200  1 ;  210  f. ;  re- 
ferences to  Zaoharias,  201 ;  Irenseus, 
bearer  of,  210  1 ;  alleged  reference 
to  fourth  Gospel,  880  f. 

Volcanoes,  opemngs  into  Hell,  i.  139  ; 
account  by  Gregory  the  Great,  189 
note  2. 

Volkmar :— date  of  Book  of  Judith,  L 
222;  author  of  Clementines  used 
same  Gospel  as  Justin,  iL  7  note  5 ; 
on  quotations  of  Hippolytus,  68  ;  on 
Harcion's  Gospel,  86  t;  author  of 
Dial  de  reote  in  deum  fide  on  Mar- 
cion,  88  f . ;  on  procedure  of  Ter- 
tullian against  Marcion,  92  f.,  95  f. ; 
arguments  a  silentio,  95,  96  note  2 ; 
incompleteness  and  doubtful  trust- 
worthmesB  of  Epiphanius  and  Ter- 
tullian agtdnst  BCannon,  96  ff. ;  their 
contradictions,  98  £  ;  on  iDsufficiency 
of  data  for  reconstruction  of  text  of 
Marcion's  Gospel,  and  settlement  of  the 
discussion,  102 ;  on  passages  in  Mar- 
don's  Gospel,  117  notes  8  and  5, 118, 
119  note  2,  120  note  2,  121  note  2, 
128  notes  4,  5,  7,  129  f.,  185  note  2  ; 
date  of  Ptolemseus  and  Heradeon, 
222  note  2 ;  on  date  of  Celsus,  228, 
282 ;  on  language  of  Canon  of  Mura- 
tori,  288  note  8 ;  on  alleged  quota- 
tion from  1  Epistle  of  John  in 
Epistle  of  Polycarp,  269;  admits 
probable  use  of  fourth  Gospel  by 
Clementines,  886  note  2. 

Vulgate,  iL  10  note  4. 

WiASELS,  L  127, 138  note  7. 

Weizsllcker,  on  Epistle  of  Barnabas,  i. 
248 ;  on  Quotation  in  work  of  Hippo- 
lytus ascribed  to  Valentinus,  iL  68  f. 

Westcott,  Canon  :  miracles  inseparable 
from  Christianity,  i.  9  f. ;  assumption 
of  Personal  God  cannot  be  proved, 
64  note  2;  to  speak  of  God  as 
Infinite  and  Personal  a  contradiction, 
69,  note  S ;  on  a  quotation  of  Jus- 
tin's, 834  note  4 ;  apologetic  criticism 


by,  860  note  1 ;  on  coincidence  be- 
tween quotation  of  Justin  and 
Clementines,  377  note;  on  Justin's 
quotations  from  the  *'  Memoirs," 
887  ff.;  on  Apocrypha  of  Hegesip- 
pus,  435  note  1;  supposed  reference 
of  Hegesippus  to  Luke,  488;  on 
the  uncritical  character  of  first 
two  centuries,  461  note  1;  his 
silence  regarding  original  language 
of  work  attributed  to  Matthew,  469 
note  2;  on  Clementines,  iL  9  note  1 ; 
on  supposed  quotation  from  Mark  in 
Clementines,  26  f. ;  Paul  attacked  as 
*<the  enemy"  in  Clementines,  86, 
note  1 ;  on  Basilides,  42;  statement 
regarding  Glaucias  to  whom  Basilides 
appealed,  44  f . ;  his  explanation  of 
use  of  uncanonical  works  by  Basil- 
ides, 45  1 ;  assertion  that  Basilides 
admitted  historic  truth  of  Gospels, 
47  f. ;  no  reference  to  N.  T.  in 
fragments  of  Isidorus,  48;  alleged 
quotations  of  our  Gospels  by  Basilides, 
50  ff.;  uncertainty  regarding  writings 
used  by  Hippolytus,  52  ff. ;  silence 
regarding  doubt  whether  Hippolytus 
quotes  Basilides,  54  ;  on  the  formula 
employed  in  the  supposed  quotations, 
55 ;  does  not  refer  to  quotations  of 
Valentinus  alleged  by  Tiscbendorf, 
62;  extraordinaiy  statement  regarding 
Valentinus,  62  m ;  alleged  references 
of  Valentinus  to  Matthew,  62  ff ; 
alleged  quotation  by  Valentinus  from 
Gospels  in  work  of  Hippolytus,  66  ff ; 
silence  regarding  uncertain  system 
of  quotation  of  Hippolytus,  69  1; 
does  not  state  facts,  71 ;  assertion 
regarding  Valentinus  and  New  Testa- 
ment Cimon,  74  fL ;  not  clear  that 
Marcion  himself  altered  his  Gospel, 
1871,  878;  some  supposed  altera- 
tions, various  readings,  188  ;  on  text 
of  Marcion's  EpiBtles  of  Paul,  142 ; 
on  passage  in  Tertullian  on  Marcion's 
treatment  of  Gospels,  146 ;  alleged 
references  of  Tatian  to  Matthew, 
149  ff.,  151  t  ;  on  Tatian's  Diates- 
saron,  156 1  ;  the  incorrectness  of  his 
assertions,  157  f . ;  Tatian  s  I^tes- 
saron  said  to  be  first  recognition  of 
a  four-fold  Gospel,  160;  later  his- 
tory of  Diatessaron  involved  in  oon- 
fusion,  161 ;  on  **  Scriptures  of  the 
Lord"  referred  to  by  Dionysius  of 
Corinth,  165  ff. ;  incorrectness  of  his 
deductions  from  words  of  Dionysius, 
1 68  ff. ;  alleged  reference  of  Dionysius 
to  Matthew  and  the  Apocalypse,  170 
and  to  a  New  Testament  Canon,  170  f. 
on  works  read  in  Churches,  1 71 , 
asserts  that  MeHto  of  Sardis  speaks 
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of  a  collected  New  Testament, 
1 72  ff. ;  extraordinary  nature  of  thia 
assertion,  173  ff.;  he  follows  and 
exaggerates  Lardner,  173  note  2 ; 
value  of  Melito's  evidence  for  New 
Testament  Canon,  178  fid  ;  on  Syriac 
fragment  of  Oration,  181 ;  fragment 
on  Faith,  1 81  ff.  ;  silence  as  to  doubt- 
ful character,  183;  claims  fragment 
ascribed  to  ApoUinaris  as  evidence 
for  our  Qospels,  187;  on  alleged 
quotations  of  Athenagoras,  192  f. ;  on 
Ptolemttus  and  Heracleon,  205  note  1, 
206  218  note  3,  22tf  note  7,  227 
note  2  ;  Ptolemseus  on  duration  of 
ministry  of  Jesus,  227  note  2 ;  date 
of  Celsus,  233  note  2 ;  on  Canon  of 
Muratori,  239  note  1  ;  Clement  of 
Rome  as  evidence  for  fourth  Gospel, 
251  note  1  ;  alleged  allusions  in 
Pastor  of  Hennas  to  fourth  Gospel, 
253  ff.,  260 note  3 ;  alleged  Johannine 
influence  traceable  in  Ignatian  Kpis- 
tles,  262  f. ;  on  evidence  of  Justin  for 
fourth  Gospel,  272;  claims  Hege- 
sippus  as  witness  for  fourth  Gospel, 
316  1;  alleged  quotation  by  Presby- 
ters in  Irenseus  from  work  of  Papias, 
328  note  4 ;  assertion  that  Papias 
knew  fourth  Gospel,  334  note  9; 
Papias  maintained  divine  inspiration 
of  Apocalypse,  335  note;  alleged 
references  in  Clementines  to  fourth 
Gospel,  336  ff. ;  alleged  references  to 
fourth  Gospel  in  Epistle  to  Diognetus, 


355  ff. ;  alleged  reference  to  fourth 
Gospel  by  Basilides,  371;  alleged 
references  by  Tatian,  374  ff.;  alleged 
reference  to  fourth  Gospel  by  Ath- 
enagoras, 379  f. ;  passage  in  Canon  of 
Huratori,  884  note  1 ;  contrast  in 
form  and  spirit  between  fourth 
Gk)spel  and  Synoptics,  449. 

Wette,  De,  on  quotations  of  Justin 
compared  with  our  Synoptics,  L 
845  ff.,  882,  887;  on  evangelical 
quotations  of  Clementines,  ii.  6  1, 
18  ff.;  on  Mardon's  Gospel,  84,  129 ; 
on  Athenagoras,  198  note  1 ;  date  of 
Irenseus,  213  note  2;  Apocalypse 
and  fourth  Gospel  cannot  have  been 
written  by  same  author,  391 ;  mis- 
taken remmiscenoes  in  foiuiii  Gospel, 
448  notes  3,  4. 

Wisdom  of  Sirach  (Eoclesiasticus),  ii. 
282,  283. 

Wisdom  of  Solomon,  Brazen  Serpent, 
ii  253  note  3;  Logos  doctrine  in, 
282,  283,  286. 

Witchcraft,  universality  of  belief  in, 
i.  145  ff.  ;  belief  in  it  dispelled, 
149  ff 

XxNOFHAirss  of  Colophon,  on  Anthro- 
pomorphic Divinity,  i  76  1 

Zacharus,  ii.  201  ff.,  475. 
Zeller,  11  7  note  5,  39  note  2. 
Zoroaster,  religion  of,  claims  to  have 
been  Divine  Revelation,  l  2. 


THE  END. 
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